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 In my dissertation, I adopt a “self-in-role” perspective to understand employee work 
engagement after role transitions. In particular, I highlight how employees’ selves vary based on 
the roles that they occupy inside versus outside the workplace. This creates a daily challenge to 
the engagement of employees who are returning to work. To address this challenge, I theorize 
how the role transition process – specifically the magnitude of the transition – influences the 
extent to which an employee perceives their two identities as conflicting versus enhancing, 
which undermines versus enables engagement, respectively. I further consider two contextual 
factors (experienced authenticity and work role reattachment) that buffer this process. To 
accomplish this, I first develop and validate a measure of role transition magnitude using a multi-
step process that spans five separate samples of working adults (N = 811). I then use this measure 
across four separate studies to test my hypothesized model. In Study 1 (N = 320), I conduct a 
correlational test of my model within a sample of working adults. In Study 2 (N = 463), I 
experimentally manipulate role transition magnitude to demonstrate the causal direction of the 
association between role transition magnitude and identity conflict and enhancement. In Study 3 
(N = 480), I manipulate role transition magnitude and experienced authenticity to provide 
additional evidence of the moderating effect of experienced authenticity. In Study 4 (N = 392), I 
conducted a one-day field experiment where I randomly assigned participants to reattach to their 
work role (or not) during their morning commute to work. Overall, my hypotheses were 
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supported across these studies. Role transition magnitude was positively related to identity 
conflict, and negatively related to identity enhancement. As expected, identity conflict was 
negatively associated with engagement, whereas identity enhancement was positively associated 
with engagement. Furthermore, the more a given employee experienced authenticity, the less 
role transition magnitude related to either identity conflict or enhancement. Finally, the more an 
employee reattached to their work role during their role transition to work, the less experiencing 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
Organizations are increasingly emphasizing employee work engagement. Facebook, 
Google, Southwest, and Starbucks are famous for implementing a host of company policies and 
incentive plans to increase the engagement of their workforce (e.g., Percival, 2017; Phelps, 2019; 
Sonders, 2018; Thomas, 2016). This desire to maximize employee work engagement is well-
founded, as employees who are more engaged at work are more satisfied and perform better 
(e.g., Bakker et al., 2008; Christian et al., 2011; Rich et al., 2010). In terms of antecedents, 
extensive empirical work shows that work engagement – a motivational construct (e.g., a 
positive work-related state of mind associated with vigor, dedication, and absorption) – is 
unsurprisingly associated with an array of motivational factors. Engagement is associated with 
both external motivational factors such as feedback, job characteristics, and leadership (e.g., 
Bakker, 2011; Christian et al., 2011; Newton et al., 2020; Rich et al., 2010), and internal 
motivational factors such as self-regulatory resources (e.g., Christian et al., 2015; Lanaj et al., 
2014; 2019) or an employee’s affective state (e.g., Bledow et al., 2011; Rothbard, 2001).  
Although motivational frameworks have helped scholars to successfully identify and 
explain variance in engagement, the seemingly exclusive focus on motivation overlooks a key 
defining aspect of the concept of engagement. Despite longstanding consensus that engagement 
is of the “self-in-role” (Kahn, 1990: 694), relatively little empirical work has examined 
antecedents or contexts that specifically involve the self, identity, or roles. The result is that 
engagement theory has stalled; engagement has become just another blanket word for 
motivation; “old wine in a new bottle” (Macey & Schneider, 2008). With this dissertation, I 
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argue that by returning to the features of engagement that make it unique – focusing on the 
involvement of the self in role – scholarship may begin to change direction and find new 
variance to explain than that accounted for by motivation alone. By unpacking the relationship 
between the self and role that undergirds engagement theories, we can better pinpoint a new set 
of drivers of engagement. My overarching goal in this dissertation is thus to develop a “self-in-
role” based view of engagement.  
This “self-in-role” perspective on engagement is an attempt account for the employee 
experience of identity across the various roles that they play in their lives. My theorizing 
incorporates the fact that employees regularly change roles between work and home, thus 
altering their allocation of possible selves. Employees have multiple identities that make up the 
“full self” (e.g., a non-work identity and a work identity; Ashforth et al., 2011; Bagger et al., 
2008; Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; Ibarra & Barbulescu, 2010; Kreiner et al., 2006; Knapp et al., 
2013; Ramarajan, 2014). Which identity an employee embodies depends on the role that they 
occupy at any given moment (Burke & Reitz, 1981; Farmer et al., 2003; Reitzes & Mutran, 
1994; Tajfel, 1981; Thompson & Bunderson, 2001). By focusing on the natural points where 
individuals are faced with trading their non-work identity in favor of their work identity (e.g., 
during the commute to work in the morning; Jachimowicz et al., 2020), I hope to shed new light 
on predictors of engagement.  
My central argument is that engagement is in part a function of role transitions, or the 
movement from one role to another. Role transitions determine the allocation of the self into 
roles as employees move from one role to the next, and thus are critical antecedents to 
engagement. To uncover how an employee can engage their “full-self” in the face of natural 
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shifts in identity and roles, I develop a theoretical framework to explain how role transitions 
impact engagement, and to identify the mechanisms and boundary conditions of this relationship.  
I begin by developing and operationalizing the concept of role transition magnitude, 
which represents the contrast between two roles, with higher magnitude indicating more contrast 
(Ashforth et al., 2000). In other words, role transition magnitude is the amount of identity-based 
(dis)similarity between two roles (e.g., occupying different identities in different settings; 
Anicich & Hirsch, 2017). When an employee faces a role transition that is higher in magnitude, 
they undergo a larger identity change in order to adopt the demands of their work role. For 
example, a parent (i.e., someone responsible for children) who leaves home each day to work as 
prison guard (i.e., someone responsible with disciplining inmates; Ashforth & Kreiner, 1999) 
undergoes a transition higher in role transition magnitude than a pediatrician (i.e., someone 
responsible for sick children), since the prison guard-parent would need to more substantially 
“switch cognitive gears” upon role entry (Ashforth et al., 2000; Louis & Sutton, 1991). I 
hypothesize that larger magnitude transitions are negatively associated with engagement. 
Role transition magnitude will negatively impact engagement because it may produce 
experiences of increased conflict or reduced enhancement between two identities. Identity 
conflict refers to “the degree of tension, or opposition” between two identities, whereas identity 
enhancement refers to “the degree of complementarity and synergy” between those identities 
(e.g., Benet-Martinez & Haritatos, 2005; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Ramarajan et al., 2017: 
2209; Rothbard & Ramarajan, 2009). I hypothesize that role transition magnitude, which 
suggests a larger gulf between two identities and requires more cognitive effort to bridge, will 
result in increased conflict and decreased enhancement1. Further, I argue that the degree of 
 
1Given existing research notes that identity enhancement and conflict are orthogonal constructs (Ramarajan et al., 
2017), and in line with similar arguments in related literatures (e.g., Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985), I account for both 
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conflict or enhancement between an employee’s non-work and work identity will impact the 
availability, meaningfulness, and safety of investing one’s personal resources in their work 
(Christian et al., 2015; Kahn,1990; Lanaj et al., 2014, 2019; May et al., 2004), thus influencing 
engagement. I hypothesize that identity conflict and enhancement will have countervailing 
effects on engagement, such that experiencing more identity conflict will reduce engagement 
whereas experiencing more identity enhancement will increase engagement. 
 Finally, I identify two boundary conditions relevant to this process. First, drawing on 
authenticity research (e.g., Kraus et al., 2011; Lehman et al., 2019; Sedikides et al., 2017), I 
theorize that experienced authenticity – or the extent to which employees feel they are able to 
behave in ways that feel personally expressive, authentic, or self-determined at work 
(Bettencourt & Sheldon, 2001; Cable et al., 2013; Cha et al., 2019; Sheldon et al., 1997) – will 
influence whether an employee perceives disparate identities as conflicting versus enhancing. An 
employee who has multiple identities encompassed within their self (e.g., Ramarajan, 2014; 
Strohminger et al., 2017), but believes that they can bring their full self – and thus their multiple 
identities – to work, will experience less identity conflict and more identity enhancement as a 
function of role transition magnitude.  
 Second, I argue that the effect of identity conflict on engagement can be mitigated by the 
extent to which employees reattach to their work identity during role transitions from non-work 
to work. In particular, I hypothesize that work role reattachment – the cognitive and attentional 
process of re-establishing a mental connection with one’s work (Sonnentag & Kühnel, 2016; 
Sonnentag et al., 2020) – will help employees overcome the negative effect of identity conflict 
on their engagement. Reattachment increases goal activation, task focus, and positive affect 
 
identity enhancement and conflict. This allows me to paint a holistic picture of how employees may view multiple 
aspects of the self (e.g., Caza et al., 2018; Roccas & Brewer, 2002) 
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(Sonnentag et al., 2020), which will counteract the negative effect of identity conflict on 
engagement. Therefore, I hypothesize that reattachment will decrease the effect of identity 
conflict on engagement2.  
  In my dissertation, I make four focal contributions to the literature. First, I integrate 
research on role boundaries (e.g., Ashforth et al., 2000) and identities (e.g., Ramarajan, 2014) 
with the engagement literature (e.g., Kahn, 1990). In doing all of this, I augment the engagement 
literature by re-orienting it toward Kahn’s (1990) original conceptualization of the construct – 
one predicated on understanding an employee’s self, how it relates to their non-work self, and 
the process of bringing the self to work. This framework offers a new approach for engagement 
scholars by drawing on identity research to identify how specific identities individuals hold 
inside versus outside the workplace conflict with, or enhance, one another (Ramarajan et al., 
2017) and subsequently increase or decrease engagement.  
Second, by conceptually developing and creating a measure of role transition magnitude, 
my dissertation contributes to identity research. Although role transition magnitude has been 
conceptually identified as a variable of great theoretical value for work on transitions (e.g., 
Anicich & Hirsch, 2017; Ashforth et al., 2000), empirical testing of the conceptual ramifications 
of magnitude has been unavailable. By creating a measure and taking steps to rigorously validate 
the psychometric properties of role transition magnitude, I enable future work that can push the 
boundary management literature forward. Further, my measure also provides researchers 
investigating identities at work (e.g., Caza et al., 2018; Ramarajan et al., 2017; Roccas & 
Brewer, 2002) with a measurable and critical antecedent of identity conflict and enhancement.  
 
2Although reattachment will not mitigate the existence of identity conflict – the perception that one’s two identities 
are conflicting will remain – it will limit the extent to which conflict hinders engagement.  
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Third, I add to growing scholarship on authenticity at work that has called for process-
focused research on authenticity (Cha et al., 2019). I take a process-based view by investigating 
how authenticity influences the role transition process to and from work. As a result, my research 
sheds light on the beneficial role that authenticity can play by enhancing the process of 
connecting to work. This builds on existing work that suggests organizations play a key role in 
determining the experienced authenticity of their workforce, such as through socialization (Cable 
et al., 2013) or leadership (e.g., Leroy et al., 2015). My research is also practically important for 
organizations. This is because my theory illustrates how organizations can exacerbate – or 
mitigate – the effects of role transitions on engagement via the extent to which they create 
conditions conducive for employees to experience authenticity at work.  
Finally, I explicitly link the growing literature on reattachment (e.g., Sonnentag & 
Kühnel, 2016; Sonnentag et al., 2020) with recent work on boundary management strategies 
(e.g., Kreiner et al., 2006, 2009). In doing so, I provide a potential mechanism for why boundary 
management strategies – such as role-clarifying prospection (e.g., Jachimowicz et al., 2020) or 
other behavioral or temporal tactics (Kreiner et al., 2009) – help employees engage in more 
effective role transitions. In identifying the buffering nature of work role reattachment on the 
negative effect of identity conflict on engagement, I also help clarify questions regarding how 









CHAPTER 2: TYING WORK ENGAGEMENT TO ROLES AND IDENTITIES  
Work Engagement 
 The burgeoning scholarly focus on employee engagement seems warranted. This is 
because engagement is associated with a plethora of benefits, for employees and their 
organizations (e.g., Christian et al., 2011). Employees who are more engaged at work exhibit 
higher levels of job satisfaction, task performance, and contextual performance (Bakker, 2011; 
Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Bakker & Leiter, 2010; Bakker et al., 2008; Christian et al., 2011; 
Rich et al., 2010). Work engagement is also positively associated with factors tied to heightened 
well-being, such as greater perceived impact (Garg & Singh, 2019; Lanaj et al., 2019). 
Furthermore, interventions designed to bolster employee work engagement are also positively 
associated with better employee health outcomes (e.g., Knight et al., 2019).  
The bulk of the empirical work on engagement draws on models of stress and motivation, 
such as conservation of resources (COR; Hobfoll et al., 2018) or job demands-resources (JD-R; 
Bakker & Demerouti, 2007) frameworks. This work indicates that work engagement is clearly 
facilitated by resources; it is negatively associated with negative emotion, stress and hindrance 
demands (e.g., Crawford et al., 2010) versus positively associated with challenge demands and 
positive emotion. This work has yielded many insights surrounding when and why employees 
engage – such as when they have more personal energetic resources (Christian et al., 2015; Lanaj 
et al., 2014, 2019) or job resources (Albrecht, 2013; Rich et al., 2010; Shaufeli & Bakker, 2004). 
However, these same antecedents are connected with a bevy of similar motivational constructs 
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aside from engagement (e.g., Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Lian et al., 2017; Vroom, 1964), and 
the extent to which engagement is truly unique – versus shares variance with job satisfaction, 
commitment, motivation, or positive mood – remains unclear (e.g., Macey & Schneider, 2008).  
With my dissertation, I aim to reorient towards the seminal features of engagement that 
highlight the critical importance of the “self-in-role.” The concept of self-investment was critical 
to seminal engagement theory. Engagement was originally conceptualized as “the simultaneous 
employment and expression of a person's ‘preferred self’ in task behaviors that promote 
connections to work and to others, personal presence (physical, cognitive, and emotional), and 
active, full role performances” (Kahn, 1990: 700). Kahn (1990) emphasized the self and the 
work role in many ways. For instance, he described engagement as the investment of the “self in 
role,” defined it as “the simultaneous employment and expression of a person's ‘preferred self’ in 
task behaviors” at work (Kahn, 1990: 700), and further explained it as the “calibration of the self 
in-role” and “bringing in [or leaving out] their personal selves” at work (Kahn, 1990: 694).  
Further, Kahn’s original theorizing included three “psychological conditions” which are 
conducive to employees fully investing themselves in their work. First, employees must derive a 
sense of meaningfulness from their work. This means that employees are more likely to fully 
invest in performing at work when the work itself is meaningful, or will provide a “sense of 
return on investment” (Kahn, 1990: 705). Second, employees are more likely to fully engage in 
their work when they have the requisite resources or energy available to invest. That is, the 
availability of resources allows employees to engage in their work. Third, employees are more 
likely to engage in their work when they feel it is psychologically safe to do so. That is, 
perceived safety – or the “sense of being able to show and employ [the] self without fear of 
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negative consequences to self-image, status, or career” (Kahn, 1990: 705) – helps employees feel 
more able to fully invest themselves in their work.  
 Although engagement scholars often acknowledge the self in their definitions and 
measures of engagement, few studies have empirically tested the theoretical implication of the 
notion of self-investment for identity. For example, despite definitions suggesting that employees 
are engaged when they are “fully connected with their work roles” (Bakker, 2011: 265), when 
they invest “the entire self” in their work role (Christian et al., 2011: 97), or when they invest 
their “complete self into a role” (Rich et al., 2010: 617), Christian and colleagues (2011) meta-
analytic review reported no studies containing measured variables aligning with the notion of 
identity, role definitions, or the self. Further, with rare exceptions (e.g., May et al., 2004), 
empirical work has failed to explicitly connect with the logic of the preconditions for self-
investment when investigating antecedents of engagement.  
Thus, the extent that engagement research has evolved as a true representation of the 
seminal ideas of Kahn (1990) is questionable; although work has advanced our understanding of 
when employees engage, and the benefits of engaging, relatively little empirical work has 
examined antecedents or contexts that specifically pertain to the self or roles. It is possible that 
the reason for this is that research on identities, roles, and engagement have only recently 
matured enough together to enable theorizing that can help to unpack the complex relationships 
that underpin the investment of the self in one’s role. In my next section, I review the emerging 
literature on the dynamic complexity of identity and roles. I argue that based on this new 




The Self, Multiple Identities, and Roles 
 Psychologists (e.g., Baumeister, 2010) and sociologists (Callero, 2003; Kinch, 1963; 
Mead, 1934) have spent decades unpacking the idea of “the self” and how individuals define 
themselves. Although this work was not specifically focused on employee engagement, it has 
laid an important theoretical foundation. This is because to understand how an employee brings 
their “preferred self” (Kahn, 1990: 700) or invests their “entire self” (Christian et al., 2011: 97) 
in their work, we need to understand a) how a given employee defines their “self,” and b) if/how 
this “self” differs at work versus in other domains of life – in other words, what makes one self 
“preferred” in a given moment. Fortunately, identity scholars have recently added to our 
understanding of how individuals define themselves.  
Both identity and social identity theory note that individuals are complex, and can derive 
many definitions of the self – referred to as identities – from various sources (Burke, 1991; 
James, 1890; Ramarajan, 2014; Ramarajan et al., 2017; Strohminger et al., 2017; Stryker & 
Burke, 2000). In particular, these theories (Abrams & Hogg, 2006; Burke, 1980; Hogg et al., 
1995; McCall & Simmons, 1978; Stets & Burke, 2000; Tajfel & Turner, 1979) argue that 
individuals can define themselves in relation to myriad groups (e.g., religions, ethnicities, races, 
genders, occupations; Brewer, 1991; Brewer & Gardner, 2006; Deaux, 1993; Hornsey, 2008; 
Tajfel, 1972, 1982; Turner, 1975), traits (e.g., seeing oneself as creative or resilient or a given 
personality trait; Aranda et al., 2012; Karwowski et al., 2013; Turner & Onorato, 1999), or roles 
within an organization (e.g., subordinate, manager, or mentor; Ashforth et al., 2011; Ashforth & 
Mael, 1989; Hogg et al., 1995; Ibarra, 1999; Ibarra & Barbulescu, 2010). These definitions or 
views of the self are ever-present, powerful, and can be activated in specific contexts. As one 
example, priming individuals of one identity (e.g., racial identity) can make that identity more 
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salient to them and increase the perceived psychological stakes of their behavior, or engender the 
perception that their behavior represents others within that identity (e.g., Spencer et al., 2016).  
Recent advances in identity research have further considered that individuals have 
multiple identities – in other words, “two or more meanings that individuals attach to themselves 
as a function of their multiple social group memberships . . . and roles” (Creary et al., 2015: 5). 
This helps paint a more holistic picture of employees’ lives. After all, an employee is not only an 
employee – that employee could also be a manager (or subordinate), one race (or 
another/multiple), one nationality (or another/multiple), and so on (e.g., Bodenhausen, 2010; 
Crisp & Hewstone, 2007; Kang & Bodenhausen, 2015; Ramarajan, 2014; Ramarajan et al., 2017; 
Roccas & Brewer, 2002; Stryker & Burke, 2000).  
At first blush, the notion of multiple identities may appear to overcomplicate the picture 
of when and why employees engage at work. After all, the more identities a person may hold the 
more identities that may correspondingly comprise the “preferred” or “full” self. However, I 
suggest that the acknowledgement of employees’ multiple identities is actually paramount to 
moving engagement theory forward. This is because implicit in the notion of the “preferred self” 
at work is the idea that employees have self-definitions (i.e., identities) inside versus outside the 
workplace, and how they prefer to see themselves at work may not align with how they see 
themselves outside of work. In other words, the preferred self that an employee occupies at a 
given moment is likely to be a function of the role that they are playing.  
Fortunately, research on roles provides a framework for understanding this distinction 
between inside versus outside the workplace. In fact, scholars across many disciplines – 
management, psychology, sociology, and more – have argued that many aspects of life can be 
categorized within roles (Biddle, 1986, 2013; Eagly & Wood, 2012; Hardy & Conway, 1978; 
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Katz & Kahn, 1978; Mead, 1967; Parsons, 1977; Solomon et al., 1985; Turner, 2001). Indeed, a 
role can be defined as “the building block of social systems and the summation of the 
requirements with which such systems confront their members as individuals” (Katz & Kahn, 
1978: 219–220). Increasingly, scholars have argued that roles and identities are inherently 
intertwined, as each present a set of demands, expectations, requirements, and other factors that 
exert influence on how individuals, think, feel, and behave in a given context (Ashforth & Mael 
1989; Ashforth et al., 2000; Thoits, 1983; Settles, 2004).  
Within the field of management, two roles are of particular interest: the home/non-work 
role and the work role. This is because the daily life of an employee can largely be divided 
between what they do, or are expected to do, outside of work versus at work (e.g., Edwards & 
Rothbard, 2000; Dumas & Sanchez-Burks, 2015; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985), and the behaviors 
employees engage in at home (e.g., childcare, relaxation, cooking, or hobbies) are not necessarily 
equivalent to the behaviors that they engage, or are expected to engage in, at work (e.g., task or 
contextual performance). This also aligns with research on identities, which focuses on two main 
domains of identities that are fundamental to how individuals define themselves: non-work 
identities relative to work identities – in short, how individuals see themselves while away from 
work versus at work (e.g., Bagger et al., 2008; Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; Kreiner et al., 2006; 
Knapp et al., 2013; Roberts, 2005).  
Role Transition Magnitude 
Especially pertinent to my “self-in-role” perspective on engagement is that people 
regularly move between non-work and work life in a given day’s work. This means that before 
employees adopt their work role – which is necessary for them to exhibit engagement at work – 
they must first leave behind their non-work role. Here, I explicitly theorize about this movement 
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between non-work and work and focus on the size of this transition. That is, I focus on the 
magnitude of the change an employee faces when trading their non-work role in favor of their 
work role. As I argue below, I posit that the larger the chasm between an employee’s non-work 
and work roles, the more these two are likely to conflict with one another and the more difficult 
it will be to engage their “full self” upon arriving at work.   
Boundary theory (Ashforth et al., 2000; Kossek et al., 1999; Nippert-Eng, 1996) refers to 
the movement between two roles – such as from home to work – as a role transition. A common 
example of a role transition is the process of commuting to work in the morning whereby 
employees leave their homes and move to their place of work (Calderwood & Mitropolous, 
2021; Jachimowicz et al., 2020; Zhou et al., 2017). These transitions are necessary because two 
roles typically have some level of boundary between them that needs to be traversed to begin 
working. These boundaries are predominantly conceptualized as physical, temporal, or 
communicative (Kreiner et al., 2006, 2009). Physically speaking, an employee may have a 
barrier between home and work if they work remotely (an experience that has become 
increasingly common during the COVID-19 pandemic; Brynjolfsson et al., 2020).  Temporally 
speaking, an employee may have a barrier between work and home if they are better able to 
control when they are working versus not (Kreiner et al., 2009). Communicatively speaking, an 
employee may have a barrier between work and home if they can establish with others when they 
are expected to be working, or when they can be reached by coworkers (Butts et al., 2015). 
These barriers also provide a physical level of contrast between non-work and work life, a 
contrast that an employee must transition through when moving from non-work to work.  
However, people are not automatons and effectively switching from one role to the next 
is not as simple as physically moving from home to work. This is because there are also 
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psychological boundaries between roles. Role transition magnitude captures the size of the 
change an employee faces when shifting from the non-work identity to their work identity. In 
other words, role transition magnitude has been defined as “the level of contrast between the two 
role identities involved in the role transition” (Anicich & Hirsch, 2017: 665) or the “potential 
difficulty of the change” in terms of “switching cognitive gears” (Ashforth et al., 2000: 475; 
Louis & Sutton, 1991: 55). This captures the idea that some role transitions are also 
psychologically more difficult to complete – that is, leaving “identity A” behind in order to 
embody “identity B” is not necessarily identical to leaving “identity A” behind in order to 
embody “identity C.” For instance, when moving from one meeting to the next, an employee can 
either: a) increase or decrease their level of relative power or status in the room (e.g., 
Kalmanovich-Cohen, 2020; Sabey et al., 2020; Marr & Thau, 2014), b) change their type of 
responsibility (e.g., being a mentor in one situation versus a mentee in another), or c) alter their 
required tasks (e.g., analyzing data in one sitting versus teaching a course in another). Although 
all the aforementioned involve a role transition, each comes with its own degree of difficulty.  
Furthermore, and in support of my focus on transitions from non-work to work, some of 
the role transitions with the highest magnitude involve trading a non-work identity for a work 
one. This is because people often live very different lives outside the workplace, in terms of the 
tasks they do, the people they interact with, and their responsibilities (Ashforth et al., 2000). 
Furthermore, the identity people associate with in a given moment depends on the role that they 
occupy at that time (Burke & Reitz, 1981; Farmer et al., 2003; Reitzes & Mutran, 1994; Tajfel, 
1982; Thompson & Bunderson, 2001). This means that a manager who is also a parent is more 
likely to associate with their “parent” identity when they are at home nursing a child. Thus, when 
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an employee seeks to engage at work, they first temporarily leave behind their non-work identity 
in favor of their work identity.  
This also reveals that not all role transitions from non-work to work are equal with 
respect to magnitude. Take, for example, three employees. Employee A is a childless adult in 
their 20s who lives with roommates from college and works as a lone data scientist in a startup 
full of other recent graduates. Employee B is a parent of three young children who lives with 
their family and works as a college professor at the local university. Employee C is a parent of 
three young children and works as a prison guard at the county jail. Although all three of these 
employees may face the same task in the morning – a role transition from home to work – the 
magnitude of this transition is very different. That is, each hypothetical employee faces a 
different degree of “switch[ing of] cognitive gears” upon work role entry (Ashforth et al., 2000; 
Louis & Sutton, 1991). This is because each of these employees interacts with increasingly 
disparate individuals at home versus work, and have varying levels of responsibility for others at 
home versus work, among other factors (Biddle, 1979; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Katz & 
Kahn, 1978). Whereas Employee A may interact with recent college graduates at home and 
work, Employee B interacts with children at home and college students at work, and Employee C 
interacts with children at home and inmates at work (Ashforth & Kreiner, 1999). Furthermore, 
whereas Employee A may be mostly responsible for themselves at home and work, Employees B 
and C are responsible for children at home, and either college students or inmates at work. 
Relationships Between Multiple Identities: Identity Conflict Versus Enhancement 
 The above theorizing takes into account the level of contrast between two identities (role 
transition magnitude), but fails to address the relationship between these two identities. This 
distinction is important to consider since two identities being very different from one another 
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does not necessarily imply a particular valence. For example, just because one’s non-work 
identity is very different from one’s work identity does not necessitate that the two are at odds 
with one another. After all, Employee B may believe that their ability to “put on their parenting 
hat” makes them especially skillful at managing delinquent students in a classroom. Or, 
Employee B may believe that their experience parenting motivates them to be overly 
compassionate when dealing with a troublemaker at work. To address this, I propose that role 
transition magnitude may produce experiences of either conflict or enhancement between one’s 
non-work and work identity, and whether the relationship between two identities manifests as 
conflicting or enhancing determines the impact of a role transition’s magnitude on engagement.  
Identity conflict refers to “the degree of tension, or opposition” between two identities, 
whereas identity enhancement refers to “the degree of complementarity and synergy” between 
those identities (e.g., Benet-Martinez & Haritatos, 2005; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Ramarajan 
et al., 2017: 2209; Rothbard & Ramarajan, 2009). These two variables capture the extent to 
which someone perceives two identities as negatively versus positively related to one another, 
respectively. In the context of a role transition from non-work to work, the more identity conflict 
an employee experiences between their non-work identity and their work identity, the more they 
perceive that these two identities detract from one another (e.g., Hirsch & Kang, 2016; Roccas & 
Brewer, 2002; Settles, 2004). The inverse is true for identity enhancement: experiencing more 
identity enhancement indicates that the non-work and work identity are perceived as mutually 
beneficial, or additive to one another (Dutton et al, 2010; Ramarajan et al., 2017).  
Importantly, I do not assume conflict and enhancement to be opposite ends of one 
continuum. This is in line with related areas of research that consider how the relationship 
between two aspects of the self – or a given role – can be characterized by both tension and 
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synergy. For example, in the work-family literature scholars differentiate between work-family 
conflict and work-family enrichment (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). This line of reasoning 
stemmed from the literature initially – and understandably – focusing on how the disparate 
domains of work and family can conflict with one another (e.g., Frone et al., 1992; Netemeyer et 
al., 1996), but eventually considering the “positive interdependencies” between the two roles 
(Greenhaus & Powell, 2006: 72; Kirchmeyer, 1992; Rothbard, 2001). Empirical work shows that 
work-family conflict and work-family are not perfectly inversely correlated, and the absence of 
one does not necessitate the presence of the other (e.g., Gareis et al., 2009; Maertz & Boyar, 
2011; Van Steenbergen et al., 2014). This perspective also aligns with theories of emotional 
valence. Positive affect and negative affect are predominantly conceptualized as orthogonal 
constructs rather than two ends of one “affect” continuum; that is, the absence of positive affect 
does not necessitate the presence of negative affect (Carver & Scheier, 1990; Diener & Emmons, 
1984; Watson et al., 1988). Therefore, although I hypothesize that they are inversely related to 
role transition magnitude, I explicitly differentiate identity conflict from identity enhancement to 
paint a holistic picture of how employees perceive their multiple identities (e.g., Caza et al., 
2018; Roccas & Brewer, 2002). 
I propose that as role transition magnitude increases, identity conflict will increase and 
identity enhancement will decrease. In other words, as the level of contrast between an 
employee’s non-work and work identity increase, their perception that these identities oppose 
one another will be more likely than the perception that these identities complement one another. 
This is because as two identities increase in their level of contrast to one another, so do the 
features of each identity that employee occupies when embodying that identity – the very 
features that make a higher magnitude role transition more difficult (Ashforth et al., 2000; Kang 
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& Bodenhausen, 2015; Stryker & Burke, 2000). Since each identity exerts influence on how 
people think, feel, and behave in a given moment or context (e.g., Thompson & Bunderson, 
2001) each identity represents a potential source of tension or pull (Stryker & Serpe, 1982; 
Stryker & Statham, 1985).  
The presence of multiple identities – particularly very contrasting identities – is often 
associated with conflict. Importantly, it is not the number of identities that engenders conflict, as 
evidence suggests possessing multiple identities can sometimes be psychologically enhancing 
and beneficial for employees (e.g.., Linville, 1985; Pietromonaco et al., 1986; Ruderman et al., 
2002). Instead, multiple disparate identities are often perceived as conflicting. This is because 
each identity represents a self-definition, which carries perceived norms, requirements, demands, 
and expected behaviors (McConnell, 2011; Thoits, 1983). Thus, each identity exerts unique 
demands on one’s resources, expectations, or time, and identities that are increasingly different 
carry increasingly different demands – all of which generally inspire perceived conflict (e.g., 
Burke, 2003; Gove, 1984; Merton, 1957; Katz & Kahn, 1978; Settles, 2004; Settles et al., 2002). 
Taking the above together, I predict the following:  
Hypothesis 1: Role transition magnitude will positively relate to identity conflict. 
Hypothesis 2: Role transition magnitude will negatively relate to identity enhancement. 
Identity Conflict and Enhancement as Antecedents to Engagement  
Next, I elucidate why identity conflict will decrease engagement whereas identity 
enhancement will increase engagement. To predict this, I first, I draw on the logic underlying 
Kahn’s (1990) three preconditions for engagement: employees engage when they possess 
resources available to invest in their work (availability), when doing so will be meaningful 
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(meaningfulness), and when investing their full self at work is perceived as safe (perceived 
safety; Kahn, 1990; May et al., 2004).  
In terms of resource availability, employees are more likely to engage at work when they 
have the energetic resources to do so (Christian et al., 2015; Kahn, 1990; Lanaj et al., 2014, 
2019). Identity conflict is likely to undermine these resources because feeling psychologically 
torn between two identities is a draining and taxing experience (Burke, 1991; Greenhaus & 
Beutell, 1985; Marcussen, 2006; Merton, 1957) whereas identity enhancement is an enriching 
and energizing one (Brook et al., 2008; Creary et al., 2015; Dutton et al., 2010; Ramarajan et al., 
2017; Ruderman et al., 2002). Therefore, experiencing conflict is likely to deplete the energetic 
resources employees use when engaging at work. In contrast, experiencing enhancement should 
replenish, bolster, or reinvigorate these resources, and thus enable engagement.  
In terms of perceived meaningfulness, employees are more likely to engage when they 
feel investing their “full self” into their work will be worthwhile (Kahn, 1990). Identity conflict 
will undermine perceived meaningfulness because bringing multiple identities (and thus the “full 
self”) to work will feel fruitless when an employee expects one identity will detract from another 
and thus be harmful (rather than beneficial via enhancement) to work role performance (e.g., 
Porter & Lawler 1968; Vroom 1964). Furthermore, when multiple identities are perceived as 
enhancing, they can actually provide a “sense of meaningful, guided existence” which can help 
employees feel they know how to behave within their work role, and how this behavior will help 
them meet role requirement (Katz & Kahn, 1978; Thoits, 1983: 176), thus reducing the 
uncertainty regarding whether their engagement will be worthwhile (Saks, 2006; Vroom, 1964).  
In terms of safety, employees are more likely to engage when they feel they can “show 
and employ [the] self without fear of negative consequences to self-image, status, or career” 
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(Kahn, 1990: 705). Identity conflict is likely to undermine perceived safety because it often 
motivates individuals to suppress the identity that will stand out at work (e.g., Auer, 2005; 
Downey & Lucena, 2004; Hastings, 2000; Madera et al., 2012; Martin, 1990) in order to meet 
work role demands and expectations (e.g., Cooke & Rousseau, 1984; Greenhaus & Powell, 2003; 
Rafaeli & Sutton, 1987). Furthermore, experiencing identity conflict has been conceptually tied 
to the Behavioral Inhibition System (BIS; Hirsh & Kang, 2016) – a self-regulatory mechanism 
associated with avoiding harm to the self and that is tied to heightened anxiety and stress once 
activated (Carver & Scheier, 1982; Carver & White, 1994). Accordingly, the BIS has been 
associated with decreased work engagement (Clark & Loxton, 2012), which further suggests that 
identity conflict undermines an employee’s sense that fully engaging the self at work is safe. On 
the other hand, identity enhancement may be associated with the BIS’ counterpart, the 
Behavioral Approach System (Hirsh & Kang, 2016) which is linked to positive perceptions such 
as hope and optimism (Anderson & Galinsky, 2006; Lerner & Keltner, 2001). 	
Finally, experiencing identity conflict can trigger feelings of dissonance between 
different aspects of the self, increase the ambiguity around which role to adopt (Hirsh & Kang, 
2016; Leong & Ward, 2000; Karelaia & Guillén, 2014; Pratt & Corley, 2007), and decrease 
psychological well-being and negative affect (e.g., Burke, 1991; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; 
Marcussen, 2006; Merton, 1957), all of which influence engagement (Bledow et al., 2011; 
Christian et al., 2011; Kahn, 1990; Rothbard, 2001). On the other hand, enhancement provides 
employees a sense of vitality, fosters psychological well-being, and motivates employees to fully 
engage in their role (e.g., Brook et al., 2008; Creary et al., 2015; Dutton et al., 2010; Ramarajan 
et al., 2017; Ruderman et al., 2002), which are associated with greater work engagement (e.g.., 
Bakker, 2011; Christian et al., 2011; Kahn, 1990, Rich et al., 2010). Therefore, I hypothesize: 
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Hypothesis 3: Identity conflict will negatively relate to work engagement.  
Hypothesis 4: Identity enhancement will positively relate to work engagement.  
Hypothesis 5a: There is a negative indirect effect of role transition magnitude on work 
engagement through increases in identity conflict. 
Hypothesis 5b: There is a negative indirect effect of role transition magnitude on work 








CHAPTER 3: THE MODERATING ROLE OF EXPERIENCED AUTHENTICITY 
To this point, I have argued that role transition magnitude influences the extent to which 
employees experience identity conflict and enhancement. This is because as the contrast between 
an employee’s non-work and work identity increase, these differences are more likely to 
engender feelings of conflict and discord. However, identity conflict and enhancement are 
inherently subjective and thus their interpretation could be affected by contextual factors. 
Furthermore, it remains unclear when highly contrasting non-work and work identities will be 
perceived as conflicting versus enhancing. For example, some research touts the detriments of 
multiple identities whereas other work documents benefits (Kang & Bodenhausen, 2015; Shih & 
Sanchez, 2005; Shih et al., 2019). This gap has been exacerbated by relatively few studies 
examining identity conflict and enhancement jointly, until recently (e.g., Ramarajan et al., 2017). 
All of this has led some to call for the identification of contextual variables that drive employees 
to experience identity conflict versus enhancement (Ramarajan, 2014; Ramarajan et al., 2017).  
Here, I propose that organizations play a key role in determining whether disparate 
identities are harmful versus beneficial to employees’ engagement. In particular, I highlight how 
when employees experience authenticity at work (Kraus et al., 2011; Lehman et al., 2019; 
Sedikides et al., 2017), they will be less likely to perceive role transitions high in magnitude as 
negative experiences. Experienced authenticity refers to the extent to which employees feel they 
are able to behave in ways that are personally expressive, authentic, or self-determined at work 
(Bettencourt & Sheldon, 2001; Cable et al., 2013; Cha et al., 2019; Sheldon et al., 1997). When 
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employees experience authenticity at work, they feel as if they are not “switching” identities 
upon entering the workplace – rather that they can be who they are (both outside and inside of 
work) in the workplace (Caza et al., 2018; Roberts et al., 2009).  
Experiencing authenticity at work provides a bevy of benefits. Employees who 
experience more authenticity at work report greater self-esteem, higher levels of well-being, 
more desirable career outcomes and performance, and are perceived as more trustworthy by their 
colleagues (Bettencourt & Sheldon, 2001; Goldman & Kernis, 2002; Kifer et al., 2013; Sheldon 
et al., 1997; Van den Bosch & Taris, 2014). Furthermore, recent meta-analytic evidence reveals 
that experiencing authenticity at work is also positively associated with, yet distinct from, work 
engagement (e.g., Sutton, 2020).  
Although this research suggests that most organizations would benefit from their 
employees experiencing authenticity at work, employees often feel unable to “be themselves” at 
work. This is predominantly due to features of the organization that a given employee works 
within. For example, many employees perceive “display rules” put forth by their organizations 
that govern the emotions employees are allowed to display when working – regardless of how 
they truly feel (e.g., Grandey, 2003; Grandey et al., 2012). As another example, the extent to 
which leaders promote authenticity among their employees, or role model authentic behavior, 
also influences how much employees experience authenticity at work (Avolio & Gardner, 2005; 
Gardner et al., 2011; Leroy et al., 2012, 2015). Evidence from a recent field intervention also 
shows that even the way organizations socialize newcomers can foster – or inhibit – experienced 
authenticity among their employees (Cable et al., 2013). Put simply, an employee’s organization 
has a profound impact on the extent to which they experience authenticity at work.  
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 Here, I argue that the extent to which an employee experiences authenticity at work will 
influence the extent to which the contrast between their non-work and work identities is 
perceived as conflicting versus enhancing. As I previously argued, the larger the magnitude of 
the role transition an employee faces when switching from their home life to their work life, the 
greater the perceived differences in demands, expectations, and requirements an employee 
perceives from each role. When an employee experiences less authenticity at work, these sources 
of contrast drive the feeling that their work behavior is not volitional – that they are forced to 
behave a given way to meet expectations of their work role (e.g., Cooke & Rousseau, 1984; 
Dierdorff & Morgeson, 2007; Luk & Shaffer, 2005; Marginson & Bui, 2009). So, experiencing 
less authenticity at work will increase the perception that contrasting role demands and 
expectations warrant disparate behaviors in order to adhere to work demands – which closely 
aligns with the tension between expectations and behaviors from identity conflict (Ramarajan et 
al., 2017). However, when an employee experiences more authenticity at work they feel their 
behavior is self-determined at work, rather than thrust upon them by others, their organization, or 
their work role (Bettencourt & Sheldon, 2001; Cable et al., 2013; Cha et al., 2019; Roberts & 
Creary, 2013; Sheldon et al., 1997). So, experiencing more authenticity at work will decrease the 
perception that contrasting role demands and expectations warrant disparate, other-determined 
behaviors to adhere to work demands, which conceptually aligns with the complementarity of 
expectations and behaviors from identity enhancement (Ramarajan et al., 2017).  
Finally, given evidence for how authenticity operates within the context of multiple 
identities, experiencing authenticity at work may also dampen the effect of role transition 
magnitude on identity conflict by reducing the perceived level of contrast between roles. That is, 
when looking at two employees faced with role transitions equal in magnitude, the employee 
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with higher experienced authenticity may actually perceive the difference between these two 
identities as smaller – or least less of a cause for stress. This is because experiencing authenticity 
helps individuals navigate how their multiple identities relate to one another and can promote 
greater well-being and happiness rather than distress (Jones et al., 2012; Riggle et al., 2017; Van 
den Bosch & Taris, 2014, 2018). Furthermore, feeling personally expressive at work decreases 
the extent to which employees feel one identity is limited outside the bounds of their workplace 
or as if it needs to be “compartmentalized” (Bettencourt & Sheldon, 2001; Cha et al., 2019; 
Ramarajan & Reid, 2013). In contrast, feeling able to bring one’s full self to work – and thus 
both their non-work and work identity, no matter how disparate – should lead employees to view 
differences between the non-work and work self as a boon to their work role demands, or an 
untapped resource that could enable their performance within their work role. In sum, 
experiencing more authenticity at work will push employees to view disparate identities as 
enhancing rather than conflicting. Therefore, given this and my prior theorizing:  
Hypothesis 6a: The relationship between role transition magnitude and identity conflict 
is moderated by experienced authenticity such that this positive relationship is weaker 
(versus stronger) when experienced authenticity is higher (versus lower).  
Hypothesis 6b: The relationship between role transition magnitude and identity 
enhancement is moderated by experienced authenticity such that this negative 









CHAPTER 4: THE MODERATING ROLE OF WORK ROLE REATTACHMENT 
Finally, I draw on logic inherent to boundary theory and the role transition process 
(Ashforth et al., 2000; Nippert-Eng, 1996; Zerubavel, 1993) to suggest a possible remedy to 
identity conflict’s impact on engagement – and one that employees themselves can engage in. A 
wide range of empirical research highlights how engaging in boundary management strategies or 
tactics can alleviate some negative externalities stemming from role transitions. These tactics can 
be used before, during, or immediately after a given role transition to help employees overcome 
the difficulty of leaving one role behind (e.g., Ashforth et al., 2000; Islam & Zyphur, 2009; 
Smith & Stewart, 2011; Whitehouse & Lanman, 2014), taking on their upcoming role (e.g., 
Jachimowicz et al., 2020), or maintaining separation between two roles (e.g., Kreiner et al., 
2006, 2009). Given these strategies predominately help mitigate difficulties from role transitions, 
rather than bolstering any benefits (Dumas & Sanchez-Burks, 2015; Kreiner et al., 2009), I 
hypothesize that boundary management strategies will offset the negative effect of identity 
conflict rather than provide a multiplicatively positive effect to that of identity enhancement.  
 In the context of transitioning from non-work to work, I argue that reattaching to one’s 
work role will reduce the effect of identity conflict on one’s engagement. Reattachment is the 
cognitive and attentional process of re-establishing a mental connection with a given role 
(Sonnentag & Kühnel, 2016; Sonnentag et al., 2020). Since reattachment could apply 
bidirectionally – that is, one could technically reattach to any given role during a role transition – 
I explicitly focus on work role reattachment, so reconnecting to one’s work role (which has been 
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the principal focus in reattachment research; e.g., Sonnentag & Kühnel, 2016; Sonnentag et al., 
2020; Yuan et al., 2020).  
I argue that work role reattachment will help mitigate the effect of identity conflict on 
engagement. This is because, as previously argued, identity conflict influences engagement by 
undermining the preconditions of engagement and increasing the ambiguity, stress, and anxiety 
around which role to adopt. Reattachment counters each of these as it helps employees prepare 
for their work role. Reattachment increases positive affect, goal activation, and task focus – all of 
which enable engagement (Sonnentag et al., 2020). Furthermore, reattachment draws employees’ 
attention to their work role which can help by “clarifying the nature of the transition;” in other 
words, making it clear that they ought to adopt their work role, thus reducing ambiguity 
(Ashforth et al., 2000: 477).  
In addition, reattachment otherwise helps employees prepare to adopt their work role by 
helping them plan to avoid distractions (Parke et al., 2018), calibrate their emotional state to 
meet the demands of their workplace (e.g., Grandey, 2003), and otherwise orient toward their 
upcoming work role demands (e.g., Jachimowicz et al., 2020; Sonnentag et al., 2020). All in all, 
when employees reattach, they are more psychologically equipped to more effectively engage 
with their work by focusing their attention on their work role (Sonnentag & Kühnel, 2016). 
Finally, reattachment itself is directly positively associated with work engagement (Yuan et al., 
2020). Taking all of the above theorizing into account:  
Hypothesis 7: The relationship between identity conflict and engagement is moderated by 
work role reattachment such that this negative relationship is weaker (versus stronger) 








CHAPTER 5: EMPIRICAL STRATEGY 
In this dissertation, I propose that engagement is negatively associated with role 
transition magnitude. I also hypothesize underlying mechanisms; as role transition magnitude 
increases, employees are more likely to experience identity conflict and less likely to experience 
identity enhancement. I further identify contextual factors that buffer this process. I do so by 
highlighting how experiencing authenticity at work buffers the positive effect of role transition 
magnitude and identity conflict, and the negative effect of role transition magnitude on identity 
enhancement. Finally, I provide a practical application of this theory by highlighting how 
reattaching to one’s work role during a role transition (e.g., commute to work) can help 
employees overcome the negative impact of identity conflict on their engagement.  
I tackle this theoretical model using a multi-study approach. First, in my Scale 
Development Study, I develop and validate a measure of role transition magnitude. I do so 
because there is no existing measure of this construct in the literature. Thus, building this scale is 
crucial to testing my hypotheses. As I outline below, I did this using a multi-step approach. Next, 
in Study 1, I conduct a preliminary test of my model using a cross-sectional design where 
participants respond to scale versions of all my focal constructs. This also allowed me to test 
whether my scale behaves as my theorizing suggests, in a sample of working adults.  
After that, I conduct a series of pre-registered studies. In Study 2, I bolster my claims of 
causality by experimentally manipulating role transition magnitude – thus addressing a key 
limitation of my correlational design in Study 1. In order to design this experiment, I also had to 
devise a novel manipulation of role transition magnitude, which I incorporated in Study 3. In this 
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manipulation, I had participants recall a non-work and work identity that were very similar (low 
magnitude) or very different (high magnitude), and used both conventional survey methods and 
text analysis to assess the efficacy of this manipulation.  
Although I again test my full model in Study 2, I rely on natural variation in my 
moderator variables. So, in Study 3, I address this by conducting another experiment where I 
manipulate role transition magnitude, but also experienced authenticity. I do by adapting an 
established manipulation of experienced authenticity from the socialization literature (Cable et 
al., 2013) and applying it to the multiple identities/role transition context I am focusing on here.  
Finally, in Study 4, I conduct a condensed field experiment where I randomly assign 
participants to varying levels of work role reattachment during their role transition from home to 
work. I do this by developing a manipulation of work role reattachment based on the conceptual 
definition of reattachment (Sonnentag & Kühnel, 2016; Sonnentag et al., 2020) and existing 
interventions of related phenomena (Jachimowicz et al., 2020). Therefore, in this Study I isolate 
the moderating role of work role reattachment, and provide employees with a behavioral strategy 
for overcoming the negative impact of identity conflict on their engagement.  
All materials – manipulations, items, and tasks – used in the above studies are available 









CHAPTER 6: CONSTRUCTING AND VALIDATING A MEASURE OF ROLE 
TRANSITION MAGNITUDE 
I used a multi-step process (Hinkin, 1998) across five samples to develop a scale to assess 
the magnitude of a given person’s role transition. First, I inductively generated items to include 
in my scale. Second, I established content validity using criteria for definitional and 
distinctiveness correspondence (Colquitt et al., 2019). Third, I conducted an exploratory factor 
analysis to determine the number of factors my items loaded onto. Fourth, I conducted a 
confirmatory factor analysis to verify my hypothesized one-factor structure adequately fit the 
data. Fifth, I conducted a discriminant validity study where I compared my measure of role 
transition magnitude to existing constructs in the literature.  
Item Generation 
 First, I sought to understand how working individuals perceive their non-work identity in 
the context of role transitions from home to work. To accomplish this, I recruited 100 working 
adults through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk) to participate in an inductive study designed 
to help me generate items. Seven failed a basic attention check and so were excluded from this 
qualitative analysis. These respondents (Mage = 36.48; SDage= 10.70) were relatively diverse with 
respect to gender identity (43.96% female), race (67.39% White; 14.13% Black; 10.87% Asian), 
family status (55.91% married; 56.99% with children), and industry (15.38% financial services; 
13.19% information technology; 12.09% professional, scientific, or technical services; 9.89% 
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retail). This relative diversity allowed me to initially assess this construct across a wide range of 
people and industries.  
 I told participants that I was interested in learning more about the process of moving from 
their home space to their work space – so what that involves, what they do, what they think 
about, and how they feel about the process itself. I asked participants to spend five minutes 
writing about their transition from home to work. Based on these responses, two key themes 
emerged: physical movement between home and work, and psychological “movement” or 
change when going from home to work. This fits with the definition of role transition magnitude 
put forth by boundary theory (Ashforth et al., 2000; Nippert-Eng, 1996). For example, 
participants wrote about how they physically drove from one place to the next and how long this 
took (physical magnitude), or how they had to mentally leave their home life behind or 
temporarily change who they are (psychological magnitude). Given the focus of my dissertation 
is on the latter construct definition (i.e., the psychological contrast between roles), I developed 
four items designed to assess psychological role transition magnitude (hereafter referred to 
simply as role transition magnitude). This is in line with recommendations to generate scales 
with three to five items (e.g., Hinkin & Schriesheim, 1989; Nunnally, 1978; Thurstone, 1959).  
Content Validation 
 Second, I sought to ensure the generated items adequately mapped onto the role transition 
magnitude construct as I defined it. To do this, I followed recent recommendations for content 
validation studies (Colquitt et al., 2019).  
 I recruited 200 working adults through MTurk, 12 of whom failed a basic attention check 
so were excluded from analysis. This final sample of 188 participants (Mage= 40.04; SDage= 
13.95) was relatively diverse with respect to gender identity (53.33% female), race (62.23% 
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White; 19.15% Asian; 14.36% Black), family status (68.09% married; 63.83% with children), 
and industry (15.79% professional, scientific, or technical services; 13.16% information 
technology; 13.16% educational services; 10.53% arts, entertainment, or recreation).  
 In this analysis, I assessed definitional correspondence – that is, comparing how well my 
items for role transition magnitude mapped onto the role transition magnitude construct versus a 
potentially related construct (Colquitt et al., 2019). Given role transition magnitude reflects the 
contrast between one’s non-work identity versus one’s work identity, I compared these items to 
experienced authenticity (or the extent to which employees feel they can be “themselves” or 
“authentic” at work). To measure experienced authenticity, I used three items (Cable et al., 2013; 
Waterman, 1993).  
 I presented participants with all seven items in random order (four from my measure of 
role transition magnitude; three from the aforementioned measure of experienced authenticity). 
For each, participants were asked to report the extent to which each item matched the idea 
behind each construct (“changing who you are when going from home to work” versus “being 
authentic at work”) on a 7-point scale ranging from “does an extremely bad job” to “does an 
extremely good job” (as recommended in Colquitt et al., 2019).  
As expected, participants reported that the role transition magnitude items more closely 
matched the theme of “changing who you are when going from home to work” (M = 6.18) versus 
the theme of “being authentic at work” (M = 2.94). Given my focal scale was the role transition 
magnitude one, I treated the theme I did not expect to relate to it (experienced authenticity) as an 
orbiting scale. This distinction allowed me to calculate definitional correspondence and 
distinctiveness correspondence, or the extent to which a scale measures what it is supposed (htc) 
and does not measure what it is not supposed to, respectively (htd; Colquitt et al., 2019). 
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My measure of role transition magnitude displayed strong definitional correspondence 
(htc = .88) and very strong distinctiveness correspondence (htd = .54). Overall, this suggests that 
my scale for role transition magnitude assessed the construct I designed it to assess, and was 
distinct from a potentially related construct in the literature.  
Exploratory Factor Analysis 
 Third, I sought to ensure that the content-valid items loaded onto a single factor that 
represented role transition magnitude. To accomplish this, I recruited 200 working adults through 
MTurk. 18 failed a basic attention check, so were excluded from my analysis. These remaining 
182 respondents (Mage: 40.14; SDage: 11.76) were relatively diverse with respect to gender 
identity (48.59% female), race (67.03% White; 18.68% Asian; 10.44% Black), family status 
(68.68% married; 52.75% with children), and industry (16.18% information technology; 16.18% 
financial services; 15.61% educational services; 12.14% professional, scientific, or technical 
services; 10.40% healthcare).  
I conducted an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) using principal axis factoring with a 
Promax rotation. This EFA revealed the four items produced a single factor with an eigenvalue 
greater than 1 (3.42) and all factor loadings were large (loadings ranged from .86 to .94; see 
Table 1). This suggests that the items generated and content validated previously in this process 
measured one construct (role transition magnitude) rather than multiple constructs. 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
 Fourth, and as a supplement to my EFA, I also conducted a confirmatory factor analysis 
(CFA) of my scale. To accomplish this, I recruited 200 working adults through MTurk. 25 failed 
a basic attention check, so were excluded from my analysis. These remaining 175 respondents 
(Mage: 39.79; SDage: 12.47) were relatively diverse with respect to gender identity (44.85% 
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female), race (62.86% White; 19.43% Asian; 13.14% Black), family status (64.57% married; 
57.14% with children), and industry (18.18% information technology; 16.36% educational 
services; 13.94% professional, scientific, or technical services; 12.12% financial services).  
With this sample, I conducted a CFA where the four items were specified to load onto 
one factor. This model fit the data well: c2(2) = 4.56, p = .102, CFI = 1.00, SRMR = .01, 
RMSEA = .08, and all items significantly loaded onto a single factor (all ps < .001). This 
supports my hypothesized factor structure: that these four items represent one factor. 
Discriminant Validity 
 Finally, I sought to differentiate my newly developed measure from existing constructs in 
the literature. To accomplish this, I conducted a discriminant validity study where participants 
completed my scale alongside measures of two potentially related constructs: work-family 
conflict and segmentation supplies. Work-family conflict refers to the “degree to which role 
responsibilities from the work and family domains are incompatible, that is, ‘participation in the 
work (family) role is made more difficult by virtue of participation in the family (work) role’ in 
terms of “responsibilities, requirements, expectations, duties, and commitments” (Netemeyer et 
al., 1996: 401). Segmentation supplies refers to the extent to which individuals can maintain the 
desired boundaries between their home and work life (Kreiner, 2006).  
To accomplish this, I recruited 200 working adults through MTurk. 31 failed a basic 
attention check, so were excluded from my analysis. These remaining 169 respondents (Mage: 
39.57; SDage: 12.02) were relatively diverse with respect to gender identity (43.75% female), race 
(65.00% White; 20.00% Asian; 11.00% Black), family status (66.00% married; 57.00% with 
children), and industry (15.96% information technology; 14.89% professional, scientific, or 
technical services; 14.89% educational services; 11.70% financial services).  
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Role transition magnitude was measured using my four-item scale (α = .94). Work-family 
conflict was measured using a five-item measure (Netemeyer et al., 1996; α = .95). Segmentation 
supplies was measured using a four-item scale (Kreiner, 2006; α = .94).  
As expected, role transition magnitude was positively related to work-family conflict (r = 
.47, p < .001) and negatively related to segmentation supplies (r = -.14, p = .006). This suggests 








CHAPTER 7: STUDY 1 
Method 
Sample and Procedure 
I recruited 350 working adults through MTurk. Of these, 30 failed a basic attention check 
so were excluded from analyses. This yielded a final sample of 320 working adults (Mage: 36.67; 
SDage: 10.34) that was relatively diverse with respect to gender identity (39.10% female), family 
status (53.75% married; 53.75% with children), and industry (e.g., 12.82% professional, 
scientific, or technical services; 11.54% financial services; 11.54% educational services; 10.90% 
healthcare; 10.26% information technology). Unfortunately, this sample was not diverse in 
regards to race (84.38% White; 6.88% Asian; 6.88% Black). Participants completed all the 
measures described below in one sitting.  
Measures 
 Unless otherwise indicated, participants responded to items on a scale from 1 (not at all) 
to 5 (a great extent).  
 Role Transition Magnitude. I measured role transition magnitude using a scale 
developed specifically for this purpose (see preceding Chapter). Participants read the stem “when 
you move from your home space to you work space, how much do you…” and responded to four 
items on a scale from 1 (very little) to five (very much). A sample item is “change your identity” 
(α = .92).  
 Identity Conflict. I assessed identity conflict using a four-item measure developed by 
Ramarajan and colleagues (2017). Participants were asked to think about two identities (one that 
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they felt represented who they are outside of work/at home, and one they felt represented who 
they are at work), and type each one into a separate box using “one or two words.” The responses 
they typed in were later piped into the items. So, they read the stem “to what extent are the 
following true” and responded to items such as “I struggle to maintain a(n) [piped in non-work 
identity] and a(n) [piped in work identity] way of doing things” (α = .81). 
 Identity Enhancement. This was measured with the identity enhancement subscale of 
the same scale used to assess identity conflict (Ramarajan et al., 2014). A sample item is “I am 
glad I am both a(n) [piped in non-work identity] and a(n) [piped in work identity]” (α = .80). 
 Engagement. Participants responded to nine items from the Job Engagement Scale (Rich 
et al. 2010) to indicate how engaged they generally are at work. This scale is comprised of three 
subscales – each of which is designed to tap into one subcomponent of engagement (cognitive, 
emotional, and physical). A sample item is “I am absorbed by my core job tasks.” However, 
given my theorizing refers to overall engagement, I combined these into one composite measure 
of overall work engagement (α = .94).  
 Experienced Authenticity. To assess the extent to which participants felt they 
experienced authenticity at work, they completed a three-item measure of authentic self-
expression (Cable et al., 2013; Waterman, 1993, 2005). Participants read the stem “in my 
workplace…” and responded to items such as “I can be who I really am” (α = .93).  
 Work Role Reattachment.  To assess work role reattachment, participants completed a 
five-item measure designed by Sonnentag & Kühnel (2016). Participants read the stem “to what 
extent do you do the following during your journey from your home space to your work space,” 




 Means, standard deviations, and correlations between my focal constructs are 
summarized in Table 2. 
Analytical Strategy. To test my hypotheses, I used path analysis. This approach also 
allowed me to simultaneously model the impact of both identity conflict and identity 
enhancement on engagement, and model the correlation between the two (rather than assuming 
they are independent, as would be the case with two separate regressions).  
I conducted this path analysis in two steps: First, I specified a baseline, main-effects 
mediation model which incorporated only my independent variable, mediators, and dependent 
variable – without either moderator included. Second, I tested my comprehensive moderated-
mediation model where I incorporated the effects of both moderators. This approach aligned with 
the conceptual order of my hypotheses (main effects, mediation, then moderation), and also 
follows recommendations regarding testing models with and without covariates included, to 
assess potential differences (Becker, 2005; Becker et al., 2015).  
For tests of mediation and moderated mediation, I then constructed bias-corrected 
standard errors using bootstrapping with 5,000 resamples to determine the significance of each 
indirect effect using confidence intervals (e.g., Edwards & Lambert, 2007; Shrout & Bolger, 
2002; MacKinnon et al., 2004) using lavaan (Rosseel, 2012) in R (R Core Team, 2020).  
Confirmatory Factor Analysis. Confirmatory factory analysis revealed that my 
hypothesized factor structure fit the data well – c2(155) = 429.28, p < .001, CFI = .95, SRMR = 
.05, RMSEA = .07 – and better than alternative models, such as one where items for identity 
conflict and enhancement load onto a single factor (Dc2(5) = 252.16, p < .001). For the scales 
with more than four items, I used item parceling (e.g., Ehrhardt & Ragins, 2019). This means I 
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created three indicators per factor, and randomly assigned items to each factor without 
replacement (see Matsunaga, 2008).  This helps minimize the number of indicators in factor 
models and reduces model complexity (Little et al., 2002). 
Hypothesis Tests. As shown in Figure 2, role transition magnitude was positively 
associated with identity conflict (b = .32, p < .001), and negatively associated with identity 
enhancement (b = -.19, p < .001). As expected, identity conflict was negatively related to 
engagement (b = -.19, p < .001), and identity enhancement was positively related to engagement 
(b = .32, p < .001). Thus, Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 4 were supported.   
Furthermore, the indirect effect of role transition magnitude on work engagement was 
significant through both identity conflict (estimate = -.06, 95% CI: [-.109, -.028], and 
enhancement (estimate = -.06, 95% CI: [-.110, -.029]). Hypotheses 5a and 5b were supported.   
Next, I specified my full moderated-mediation model. This model fit the data well: c2(2) 
= 1.35, p = .509, CFI = 1.00, SRMR = .01, RMSEA = .00. As expected, role transition 
magnitude was positively associated with identity conflict (b = .24, p < .001), and negatively 
associated with identity enhancement (b = -.20, p < .001). As expected, identity conflict was 
negatively related to engagement (b = -.11, p = .026), and identity enhancement was positively 
related to engagement although only marginally so (b = .11, p = .054).  
Furthermore, experienced authenticity at work moderated the relationships between role 
transition magnitude and identity conflict (b = -.08, p = .029), as well as role transition 
magnitude and identity enhancement (b = .10, p = .003). The relationship between role transition 
magnitude and identity conflict was stronger when experienced authenticity was lower (b = .38, 
p < .001) versus higher (b = .16, p = .007), whereas the relationship between role transition 
magnitude and identity enhancement was significant when experienced authenticity was lower (b 
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= -.22, p < .001) but not significant when experienced authenticity was higher (b = -.06, p = 
.224). The nature of each of these relationships is summarized in Figures 3 and 4. Thus, 
Hypotheses 6a and 6b were supported. 
The relationship between identity conflict and engagement was moderated by work role 
reattachment (b = .15, p = .001). This relationship was significant and negative at low levels of 
work role reattachment (b = -.26, p < .001), but not significant at high levels of work role 
reattachment (b = .04, p = .596). The nature of this relationship is summarized in Figure 5. The 
estimates for each path in this moderated-mediation model are summarized in Figure 6. Thus, 
Hypothesis 7 was supported.  
Next, to bolster my hypothesis tests, I investigated whether the indirect effects of role 
transition magnitude on engagement through either a) identity conflict, or b) identity 
enhancement were contingent on levels of a) experienced authenticity, or b) work role 
reattachment. The indirect effect of role transition magnitude on engagement, through identity 
conflict, was significant when both experienced authenticity and work role reattachment were 
low (estimate = -.09, 95% CI: [-.158, -.032]), and when experienced authenticity was high but 
work role reattachment was low (estimate = -.04, 95% CI: [-.092, -.011]). However, this effect 
was not significant when experienced authenticity was low and work role reattachment was high 
(estimate = .01, 95% CI: [-.034, .060]) or when experienced authenticity and work role 
reattachment were both high (estimate = .01, 95% CI: [-.014, .034]). Put simply, the indirect 
effect of role transition magnitude on engagement, through identity conflict, was not significant 
when work role reattachment was high – regardless of levels of experienced authenticity.  
Despite the significant main effect of role transition magnitude on identity enhancement, 
and marginal effect of identity enhancement on engagement in the full moderated-mediation 
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model, the corresponding indirect effect analysis did not suggest mediation when accounting for 
the simultaneous effect of identity conflict. The indirect effect of role transition magnitude on 
engagement, through identity enhancement, was not significant at low (estimate = -.03, 95% CI: 










CHAPTER 8: STUDY 2 
Method 
Sample and Procedure 
The sample size, exclusion criteria, measures, and analytical plan for this study were all 
pre-registered: https://aspredicted.org/blind.php?x=yd42hv.  
I recruited 500 working adults through MTurk. Of these, 37 failed a basic attention check 
so were excluded from analyses. These remaining 463 respondents (Mage: 43.29; SDage: 13.00) 
were relatively diverse with respect to gender identity (43.54% female), family status (68.68% 
married; 52.75% with children), and industry (16.18% information technology; 16.18% financial 
services; 15.61% educational services; 12.14% professional, scientific, or technical services; 
10.40% healthcare). Unfortunately, this sample was not diverse with respect to race (81.21% 
White; 8.64% Asian; 8.42% Black).  
Participants were randomly assigned to one of two conditions: either a low role transition 
magnitude or high role transition magnitude condition. In both conditions, participants were 
asked to write about two distinct identities. First, they were asked to think about an identity from 
their life outside of work/at home (their “non-work identity”) and spent two minutes writing 
about it. Next, they were asked to think about an identity from their work (their “work identity”), 
and spent two minutes writing about it. This order of recalling their non-work identity before 
their work identity was specifically selected to mirror the process of transition from one’s non-
work role to their work role (the role transition process under investigation in this dissertation).  
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To manipulate role transition magnitude, I included instructions unique to each condition 
ahead of participants actually writing about their identities. In the low role transition magnitude 
condition, participants were asked to think and write about a non-work identity and work identity 
that were “very similar.” In the high role transition magnitude condition, participants were asked 
to think and write about a non-work identity and work identity that were “very different.” 
Therefore, those in the high role transition magnitude condition thought and wrote about a non-
work identity and a work identity that were characterized by higher contrast. This manipulation 
was designed based on the conceptual definition of role transition magnitude (e.g., Ashforth et 
al., 2000; Anicich et al., 2017), as well as prior experimental work on multiple identities (e.g., 
Ramarajan et al., 2017). After this manipulation, participants completed the measures detailed 
below. Before the manipulation, participants completed measures of the two moderators 
(experienced authenticity and work role reattachment), to mitigate the possibility that they would 
be affected by my manipulation3.  
Measures 
 Unless otherwise indicated, participants responded to items on a scale from 1 (not at all) 
to 5 (a great extent).  
 Identity Conflict. I assessed identity conflict with the Study 1 measure (α = .77). 
 Identity Enhancement. I assessed identity enhancement with the Study 1 measure (α = 
.80). 
 Engagement. I assessed engagement with the Study 1 measure (α = .94). 
 
3I also piloted this to explicitly test this assumption. A sample of 100 working adults recruited through MTurk 
completed my manipulation followed by measures of both experienced authenticity and work role reattachment. My 
condition dummy code (0 = low role transition magnitude; 1= high role transition magnitude) was not significantly 
correlated with experienced authenticity (r = .08; p = .073; although this effect approached significance) or work 
role reattachment (r = .03; p = .492).  
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 Experienced Authenticity. I assessed experienced authenticity with the Study 1 measure 
(α = .89). 
 Work Role Reattachment.  I assessed work role reattachment with the Study 1 measure 
(α = .87). 
Role Transition Magnitude. As a manipulation check, I measured role transition 
magnitude with the Study 1 measure (α = .92). This was included after my focal variables to 
minimize the extent to which the manipulation check itself could serve as an additional prime to 
participants.  
Results 
Means, standard deviations, and correlations between my focal constructs are 
summarized in Table 3. 
Analytical Strategy. I tested my hypotheses using the same empirical approach as in 
Study 1. However, instead of a continuous variable for role transition magnitude, in this Study 
my independent variable was a dummy variable for experimental condition (0 = low role 
transition magnitude; 1 = high role transition magnitude).  
Manipulation Checks. As expected, participants in the high role transition magnitude 
condition rated their role transition as higher in magnitude (M = 2.59, SD = 1.05) than 
participants in the low role transition magnitude condition (M = 1.71, SD = .83),  
t(461) = 9.81, p < .001.  
Hypothesis Tests. As shown in Figure 7, role transition magnitude was positively 
associated with identity conflict (b = .37, p < .001), and negatively associated with identity 
enhancement (b = -.29, p < .001). As expected, identity conflict was negatively related to 
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engagement (b = -.08, p = .027), whereas identity enhancement was positively related to 
engagement (b = .32, p < .001). Thus, Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 4 were supported.   
Furthermore, the indirect effect of role transition magnitude on work engagement was 
significant through both identity conflict (estimate = -.03, 95% CI: [-.073, -.003], and 
enhancement (estimate = -.09, 95% CI: [-.150, -.045]). Hypotheses 5a and 5b were supported.   
Next, I specified my full moderated-mediation model. This model fit the data well: c2(6) 
= 19.81, p = .003, CFI = 1.00, SRMR = .01, RMSEA = .00. As expected, role transition 
magnitude was positively associated with identity conflict (b = .33, p < .001), and negatively 
associated with identity enhancement (b = -.27, p < .001). As expected, identity conflict was 
negatively related to engagement (b = -.07, p = .019), and identity enhancement was positively 
related to engagement (b = .20, p < .001). Furthermore, experienced authenticity moderated the 
relationships between role transition magnitude and identity conflict (b = -.17, p = .034), as well 
as role transition magnitude and identity enhancement (b = .24, p = .001). The relationship 
between role transition magnitude and identity conflict was stronger when experienced 
authenticity was lower (b = .50, p < .001) versus higher (b = .16, p = .160), whereas the 
relationship between role transition magnitude and identity enhancement was significant when 
experienced authenticity was lower (b = -.52, p < .001) but not significant when experienced 
authenticity was higher (b = -.01, p = .922). The nature of each of these relationships is 
summarized in Figures 8 and 9. Thus, Hypotheses 6a and 6b were supported. 
The relationship between identity conflict and engagement was moderated by work role 
reattachment (b = .14, p < .001). This relationship was significant and negative at low levels of 
work role reattachment (b = -.17, p < .001), but not significant at high levels of work role 
reattachment (b = .03, p = .436). The nature of this relationship is summarized in Figure 10. The 
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estimates for each path in this moderated-mediation model are summarized in Figure 11. Thus, 
Hypothesis 7 was supported.  
Next, to bolster my hypothesis tests, I investigated whether the indirect effects of role 
transition magnitude on engagement through either a) identity conflict, or b) identity 
enhancement were contingent on levels of a) experienced authenticity, or b) work role 
reattachment. Furthermore, the indirect effect of role transition magnitude on engagement, 
through identity conflict, was significant when both experienced authenticity and work role 
reattachment were low (estimate = -.09, 95% CI: [-.182, -.033]). However, this indirect effect 
was not significant for any other combination of the moderators – so when experienced 
authenticity was low but work role reattachment was high (estimate = .02, 95% CI: [-.019, 
.077]), or when experienced authenticity was high but work role reattachment was low (estimate 
= -.03, 95% CI: [-.077, .008]), or when both experienced authenticity and work role reattachment 
were high (estimate = .01, 95% CI: [-.004, .034]).  
The indirect effect of role transition magnitude on engagement, through identity 
enhancement, was significant at low (estimate = -.11, 95% CI: [-.193, -.049]) but not at high 
levels of experienced authenticity (estimate = -.00, 95% CI: [-.050, .039]).  
Supplemental Analyses 
 I conducted a series of supplementary analyses. Given participants provided open-ended 
responses when writing about their non-work identity, their work identity, and how they 
perceived those two identities to relate, I conducted a series of analyses on this textual data.  
 First, I assessed the degree of similarity between how participants wrote about their non-
work identity and their work identity. To create this variable, I calculated two different similarity 
indices. Similarity scores capture the degree to which participants wrote about both identities in 
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similar manners, with higher scores indicating more similarity between each (e.g., less 
substitutions/omissions/additions of words required to convert one text into another). To do this, 
I used the stringdist package (van der Loo, 2014) to create one similarity score using the cosine 
similarity formula, and another using the Jaccard similarity formula (see Navarro, 2001).   
 As expected, there was a significant negative correlation between the condition dummy 
variable and the both the cosine (r = -.19, p < .001) and Jaccard (r = -.20, p < .001) similarity 
scores. This indicates that participants in the high magnitude role transition condition wrote 
about a non-work and work identity that were significantly less similar than those in the low 
magnitude role transition condition. This provides an additional piece of evidence that my 
manipulation worked as intended.  
  Second, I assessed the degree to which participants wrote about how their non-work 
identity related to their work identity in a negative versus positive manner. This aligns with the 
conceptual definition of identity conflict and identity enhancement representing negative tension 
versus positive synergy between two identities, respectively (e.g., Ramarajan et al., 2017). To 
calculate this variable, I used sentiment analysis – again using two complementary methods.  
Before conducting this analysis, I first removed “stop words” (e.g., “the”) then tokenized and 
lemmatized the existing words in each portion of text – all of which are important initial steps of 
data cleaning on textual data (see Welbers et al., 2017).  
To construct my first measure of sentiment, I used a continuous measure of each word’s 
sentiment using the afinn lexicon (Nielsen, 2011). This method involves taking each word 
present in a given writing sample and scoring it on a scale from -5 (very negative) to 5 (very 
positive) by cross-referencing it against an existing dictionary of 2,477 rated words and phrases. 
To construct my second measure of sentiment, I used the “Valence Aware Dictionary and 
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sEntiment Reasoner” (“VADER”) approach available via the vader package in R (Roehrick, 
2020). This approach was developed as a complement to lexicon-based methods, and was 
specifically designed for shorter texts (such as those present on social media) rather than larger 
documents such as books. For this reason, I included it as a supplement to more mainstream 
lexicon approaches in text analysis such as the afinn dictionary.  
 As expected, there was significant negative correlation between the condition dummy 
variable and both the afinn (r = -.11, p < .001) and Vader (r = -.10, p = .001) sentiment scores. 
This suggests that participants in the high magnitude role transition condition described the 
relationship between their non-work and work identities in a more negative manner (indicative of 
more conflict) compared to those in the low magnitude role transition condition.  
Overall, these effects mirrored the direction of the effects documented using the 
corresponding self-report measures – albeit the text analysis effects were smaller in magnitude. 
This is fitting given participants had a relatively constrained window to write about their 
identities and how they related to one another (compared to asking them to write a multi-page 













CHAPTER 9: STUDY 3 
Method 
Sample and Procedure 
The sample size, exclusion criteria, measures, and analytical plan for this study were all 
pre-registered: https://aspredicted.org/blind.php?x=qi7e4f. 
I recruited 500 working adults through MTurk. Of these, 20 failed a basic attention check 
so were excluded from analyses. These remaining 480 respondents (Mage: 37.8; SDage: 10.89) 
were relatively diverse with respect to gender identity (52.23% female), family status (55.62% 
married; 51.25% with children), and industry (12.77% financial services; 10.64% professional, 
scientific, or technical services; 9.93% retail; 9.22% healthcare). Unfortunately, this sample was 
not diverse with respect to race (74.17% White; 11.25% Black; 10.21% Asian).  
Participants were randomly assigned to one of four conditions in a 2 (role transition 
magnitude: low vs. high) x 2(experienced authenticity: low vs. high) between-subjects design. 
Participants completed the same role transition magnitude manipulation as outlined in Study 2. 
However, in this study I emphasized that participants should think about their identities in 
relation to their MTurk work. That is, when recalling a “work identity,” I prompted participants 
to think about MTurk as their work (because they were currently working on a study via MTurk).  
Prior to completing the role transition magnitude manipulation, I included materials 
designed to manipulate experienced authenticity.  
In the low experienced authenticity condition, participants spent five minutes reading 
about the goals of the study session/larger project, and how they would become a part of our 
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research team by participating. In the high experienced authenticity condition, participants spent 
five minutes reading about the same project goals but also how working on this study was an 
opportunity to express themselves and that I (the researcher) hoped that they felt comfortable 
being themselves during the session and expressing themselves through their work and their 
responses. Therefore, in the low experienced authenticity condition, participants read about the 
work they would be doing – without any emphasis on being/expressing themselves through their 
work (which instead only appeared in the high experienced authenticity condition). This 
manipulation was adapted from existing experimental materials specifically designed to vary the 
extent to which participants would feel free to express themselves (Cable et al., 2013). In all 
conditions, participants were told that they should treat the study like any other task they 
complete as part of their work on MTurk, to reinforce that the referent of their work identity 
should be their role as a worker on MTurk.   
After the manipulation materials, participants completed the measures below, along with 
a proofreading task. The proofreading task was ostensibly the main purpose of the study (I told 
participants that the research team was interested in business decisions made from textual data), 
but this task was actually only used to measure each participant’s engagement. Participants 
reviewed a nine-page literary analysis written by me when I was a high school student. I edited 
the document to be error free, then planted 43 errors across the nine pages. I asked participants to 
explicitly detail each error they found (e.g., “Line 78: comma spelled incorrectly”), which 
allowed me to check their work and ensure the errors reported were genuine. Participants had 
five minutes to review the essay and find as many errors as they could. After reviewing the essay 




 Unless otherwise indicated, participants responded to items on a scale from 1 (not at all) 
to 5 (a great extent).  
 Identity Conflict. I assessed identity conflict using the same measure as in Studies 1 and 
2 (α = .74). 
 Identity Enhancement. I assessed identity enhancement using the same measure as in 
Studies 1 and 2 (α = .82).  
 Engagement. I assessed engagement using the same measure as in Studies 1 and 2 (α = 
.78). However, unlike in Studies 1 and 2, these used a task referent (i.e., preceded by the stem 
“during the task today…” with a sample item of “I worked with intensity on the task”). 
Therefore, for clarity in the item wording, I used a 7-point agreement scale rather than a 5-point 
amount scale.  
 Experienced Authenticity. I assessed experienced authenticity using the same measure 
as in Studies 1 and 2 (α = .92). As with the engagement measure, the stem of this was adapted for 
the task itself – so, participants were first prompted to report how authentic they could be during 
the study (i.e., “to what extent would you say the following are true during the study today…”, 
followed by each item).  
 Role Transition Magnitude. As a manipulation check, I measured role transition 
magnitude using the same scale as in Studies 1 and 2 (α = .94). This was included after my focal 
variables to minimize the extent to which the manipulation check itself could serve as an 





Means, standard deviations, and correlations between my focal constructs are 
summarized in Table 4. 
Analytical Approach. I tested my hypotheses using similar methods as outlined in 
Studies 1 and 2. The one exception to my approach in Study 3 is that I do not test for the 
moderating role of work role reattachment, as I did not measure it in this study. I did not measure 
work role reattachment for two reasons: 1) the focus of this study was on manipulating role 
transition magnitude and experienced authenticity, and 2) given participants had already begun 
working on Study 3 after completing the consent form, their transition from their non-work role 
to work role had already begun or been complete (i.e., they had “arrived” at work).  
Manipulation Checks. As expected, participants in the high role transition magnitude 
condition rated their role transition as higher in magnitude (M = 2.49, SD = 1.05) than 
participants in the low role transition magnitude condition (M = 1.97, SD = 1.12), t(478) = 5.20, 
p < .001. Furthermore, participants in the high experienced authenticity condition reported higher 
levels of experienced authenticity (M = 2.49, SD = 1.05) than participants in the low experienced 
authenticity condition (M = 1.97, SD = 1.12), t(478) = 5.20, p < .001).  
 There was no significant effect of the role transition magnitude condition on experienced 
authenticity (p = .930). There was also no significant effect of the experienced authenticity 
manipulation on reported role transition magnitude (p = .137). Overall, this suggests both 
manipulations worked as intended.  
Hypothesis Tests. As shown in Figure 12, role transition magnitude was positively 
associated with identity conflict (b = .59, p < .001), and negatively associated with identity 
enhancement (b = -.69, p < .001). As expected, identity conflict was negatively related to 
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engagement (b = -.19, p = .010), whereas identity enhancement was positively related to 
engagement (b = .85, p < .001). Thus, Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 4 were supported.   
Furthermore, the indirect effect of role transition magnitude on engagement was 
significant through both identity conflict (estimate = -.59, 95% CI: [-.192, -.047], and 
enhancement (estimate = -.11, 95% CI: [-.783, -.436]). Hypotheses 5a and 5b were supported.   
Next, I specified my full moderated-mediation model (which was just identified, hence 
no fit statistics reported). As expected, role transition magnitude was positively associated with 
identity conflict (b = .80, p < .001), and negatively associated with identity enhancement (b = -
.86, p < .001). As expected, identity conflict was negatively related to engagement (b = -.21, p = 
.001), and identity enhancement was positively related to engagement (b = .89, p < .001).  
Furthermore, experienced authenticity at work moderated the relationships between role 
transition magnitude and identity conflict (b = -.46, p < .001), as well as role transition 
magnitude and identity enhancement (b = .37, p = .010). The nature of each of these 
relationships – and the mean values associated with each cell of the 2x2 – is summarized in 
Figures 8 and 9. Thus, Hypotheses 6a and 6b were supported.  
Next, to bolster my hypothesis tests, I investigated whether the indirect effects of role 
transition magnitude on engagement through either a) identity conflict, or b) identity 
enhancement were contingent on levels of experienced authenticity. The estimates for each path 
in this moderated-mediation model are summarized in Figure 11. In regards to tests of 
conditional indirect effects for moderated mediation, all conditional indirect effects were 
significant. However, and in support of my hypotheses, there were significant differences in the 
size of the conditional indirect effects.  
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The indirect effect of role transition magnitude on engagement, through identity conflict, 
was significant when experienced authenticity was low (estimate = -.17, 95% CI: [-.280, -.072]) 
and significantly larger than when experienced authenticity was high (estimate = -.07, 95% CI: [-
.143, -.029]; difference = .09, 95% CI: [.033, .203]). 
Furthermore, the indirect effect of role transition magnitude on engagement, through 
identity enhancement, was significant when experienced authenticity was low (estimate = -.76, 
95% CI: [-1.029, -.550]) and significantly larger than when experienced authenticity was high 
(estimate = -.44, 95% CI: [-.618, -.270]; difference = .33, 95% CI: [.091, .617]). 
Supplemental Analyses 
As in Study 2, I conducted a series of supplementary analyses using the open-ended 
responses provided by participants. First, I assessed the degree of similarity between how 
participants wrote about their non-work identity and their work identity (using the same cosine 
and Jaccard equations as in Study 2). As in Study 2, there was a significant negative correlation 
between the role transition magnitude dummy variable and the both the cosine (r = -.11, p < 
.001) and Jaccard (r = -.10, p < .001) similarity scores. This indicates that participants in the high 
magnitude role transition condition wrote about a non-work and work identity that were 
significantly less similar than those in the low magnitude role transition condition. This provides 
an additional piece of evidence that my manipulation worked as intended.  
Second, I assessed the degree to which participants wrote about how their non-work 
identity related to their work identity in a negative versus positive manner. I again used the afinn 
and “Vader” methods for calculating the sentiment of how participants wrote about their two 
identities relating to one another. As in Study 2, there was significant negative correlation 
between the role transition magnitude dummy variable and the Vader sentiment score (r = -.14, p 
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< .001). However, the correlation between the role transition magnitude variable and the afinn 
sentiment scores was not significant (p = .10). This suggests that participants in the high 
magnitude role transition condition described the relationship between their non-work and work 
identities in a more negative manner (indicative of more conflict) compared to those in the low 
magnitude role transition condition – at least when using the Vader sentiment scoring method.  
Finally, I also considered the number of errors found by participants in the proofreading 
task. Since similar proofreading tasks are often used as behavioral indicators of performance 
(e.g., Grant & Hofmann, 2011), and engagement and performance are positively correlated 
(Christian et al., 2011), I considered the number of errors found to be an indirect indicator of the 
extent to which participants were engaged during the task.  
First off, the number of errors participants found in the task was positively related to their 
self-reported engagement during the task (r = .18, p < .001). To avoid issues associated with 
using OLS regression on count dependent variables (Blevins et al., 2015; Gardner et al., 1995), I 
conducted a Poisson regression. In this regression, I regressed the number of errors found on 
identity conflict, identity enhancement, and the two condition dummy variables (and their 
product term). In this regression, identity conflict was negatively related to the number of errors 
found in the task (b = -.05, p < .001) whereas identity enhancement was positively related to the 
number of errors found in the task (b = .08, p < .001). These relationships were still significant 









CHAPTER 10: STUDY 4 
Method 
Sample and Procedure 
The sample size, exclusion criteria, measures, and analytical plan for this study were all 
pre-registered: https://aspredicted.org/blind.php?x=7fr79b. 
I recruited 500 working adults through CloudResearch. Recruiting through this panel 
service rather than MTurk allowed me to a) diversify my pool of respondents (rather than relying 
solely on MTurk), and b) recruit participants who specifically were not working from home. As I 
detail below, securing a sample of individuals who were not working remotely during the 
COVID-19 pandemic (and thus had some sort of daily commute to work) was critical to my 
manipulation and study design.  
This study involved multiple surveys. Participants were first recruited with an opt-in 
survey. In this survey participants were told that the study involved two surveys the following 
day: one in the early morning (before they began working), and one in the afternoon (after 
lunchtime). In order to standardize the timing of these surveys, participants had to reside in a 
state within the Eastern time zone in the United States, and the morning survey was open from 
5am to 8am, and the afternoon survey was open from 11am to 1pm. I set these limits to increase 
the likelihood that participants completed the morning survey before beginning work, and the 
afternoon survey after being at work for a period of time, and potentially during or after their 
lunchbreak – a natural mid-point of the workday.  
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Of the 500 who completed the opt-in, 458 completed the morning survey, and 392 
completed the afternoon survey. The remaining 392 participants (Mage: 38.23; SDage: 10.66) were 
relatively diverse with respect to gender identity (46.88% female), race (67.86% White; 14.54% 
Asian; 12.50% Black), family status (52.04% married; 52.04% with children), and industry 
(12.89% educational services; 11.86% financial services; 11.86% professional, scientific, or 
technical services; 11.86% healthcare).  
In the opt-in survey, participants were given a set of instructions for how to begin their 
workday and completed measures of role transition magnitude, identity conflict, identity 
enhancement, and experienced authenticity. In these instructions for their next workday, I 
included my experimental manipulation (adapted from the role clarifying prospection 
manipulation from Jachimowicz et al., 2020; definition and measures of reattachment from 
Sonnentag & Kühnel, 2016; Sonnentag et al., 2020). The next morning, before beginning their 
commute to work, participants completed the morning survey where I reminded them of the 
experimental instructions and I verified that they understood these instructions. Hours later, in 
the afternoon survey, I asked participants to report the extent to which they reattached to their 
work role during their commute, and their engagement for that day.  
Work Role Reattachment Manipulation. Participants were assigned to one of three 
conditions. In each condition, participants were told: 
“Recent research suggests that people’s routines before work matter. With this in mind, 
I’d like you to think about your normal routine and do the following tomorrow morning 
on your way to work, before you begin working…”  
In the low work role reattachment condition, participants were shown the following: 
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“This morning, go about your normal pre-work routine. However, on your way to work, 
we’d like you to mentally disconnect with your work. This could involve thinking back to 
what you did while at home last night, planning for what you will do when you get home 
tonight, or making a list of the home tasks you’d like to do later today. Research suggests 
thinking back to your home life and maintaining your ‘home identity’ can help people 
‘hit the ground running’ at work.” 
In the high work role reattachment condition, participants were shown the following: 
“This morning, go about your normal pre-work routine. However, on your way to work, 
we’d like you to mentally reconnect with your work. This could involve thinking ahead 
to your upcoming workday, planning for what will happen today at work, or making a list 
of the tasks you’d like to do at work today. Research suggests thinking ahead to your 
upcoming workday and changing into your ‘work identity’ can help people ‘hit the 
ground running’ at work.” 
In the baseline condition, participants were shown the following:  
“This morning, go about your normal pre-work routine. Do whatever it is you usually do 
before you start working. Research suggests doing your usual routine helps people ‘hit 
the ground running’ at work.” 
Measures 
 Unless otherwise indicated, participants responded to items on a scale from 1 (not at all) 
to 5 (a great extent), and participants were asked to respond to scales by “thinking about the past 
month.” This was done in order to bound all measurements in a specific point of time, and help 
differentiate between constructs more generally and those measured at a specific point in time in 
this study (e.g., general role transition magnitude versus engagement in the afternoon survey).  
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Role Transition Magnitude. I measured role transition magnitude using the same scale 
as in Studies 1, 2, and 3 (α = .93). This was measured in the opt-in survey. 
Identity Conflict. I assessed identity conflict using the same measure as in Studies 1, 2, 
and 3 (α = .77). This was measured in the opt-in survey. 
Identity Enhancement. I assessed identity enhancement using the same measure as in 
Studies 1, 2, and 3 (α = .81). This was measured in the opt-in survey. 
 Engagement. I assessed engagement using the same measure as in Studies 1, 2, and 3 (α 
= .96). However, in this study, participants were asked to reflect on how engaged they were since 
arriving at work that day. This was measured in the afternoon survey.  
 Experienced Authenticity. I assessed experienced authenticity using the same measure 
as in Studies 1, 2, and 3 (α = .89). This was measured in the opt-in survey.   
Work Role Reattachment.  As a manipulation check, I assessed work role reattachment 
using the same measure as in Study 1 (α = .94). This was measured in the afternoon survey, since 
participants were unable to reflect on how much they reattached to their work role until after 
their commute (which occurred after the morning survey).  
Results 
Means, standard deviations, and correlations between my focal constructs are 
summarized in Table 5. 
Analytical Approach I tested my hypotheses using an approach similar to Studies 1 – 3.   
Manipulation Check. As expected, participants in the high work role reattachment 
condition reported significantly higher levels of work role reattachment (M = 4.41, SD = .06) 
than participants in either the low work role reattachment condition (M = 3.96, SD = .95, p < 
.001) or the control condition (M = 3.28, SD = 1.36, p < .001). Interestingly, those in the control 
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condition reported significantly less work role reattachment than those in the low work role 
reattachment condition (p < .001) – which suggests that asking CloudResearch Panel Members 
not to think about their work during their role transition may have actually primed them to think 
about their work (relative to their normal pre-work routine).  
Hypothesis Tests. As shown in Figure 16, role transition magnitude was positively 
associated with identity conflict (b = .28, p < .001), and negatively associated with identity 
enhancement (b = -.23, p < .001). As expected, identity conflict was negatively related to 
engagement (b = -.09, p = .035), whereas identity enhancement was positively related to 
engagement (b = .38, p < .001). Thus, Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 4 were supported.   
Furthermore, the indirect effect of role transition magnitude on engagement was 
significant through both identity conflict (estimate = -.02, 95% CI: [-.054, -.003], and 
enhancement (estimate = -.09, 95% CI: [-.137, -.049]). Hypotheses 5a and 5b were supported.   
Next, I specified my full moderated-mediation model (which was just identified, hence 
no fit statistics reported). As expected, role transition magnitude was positively associated with 
identity conflict (b = .80, p < .001), and negatively associated with identity enhancement (b = -
.86, p < .001). As expected, identity conflict was negatively related to engagement (b = -.21, p = 
.001), and identity enhancement was positively related to engagement (b = .89, p < .001).  
Furthermore, the relationship between role transition magnitude and both identity conflict 
(b = -.12, p < .001) and identity enhancement (b = .08, p = .008) was moderated by experienced 
authenticity. As shown in Figure 17, the relationship between role transition magnitude and 
identity conflict was stronger when experienced authenticity was lower (b = .27, p < .001) versus 
higher (b = .00, p = .957). As shown in Figure 18, the relationship between role transition 
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magnitude and identity enhancement was stronger when experienced authenticity was lower (b = 
-.15, p = .008) versus higher (b = .00, p = .616). Thus, Hypotheses 6a and 6b were supported. 
I next looked at how work role reattachment affected the relationship between identity 
conflict and engagement. The relationship between identity conflict and work engagement was 
not significant for participants in the high work role reattachment condition (b = .11, p = .09), but 
was significant and negative for those in the control condition (b = -.24, p < .001) and those in 
the low work role reattachment condition (b = -.21, p < .001). The nature of these relationships is 
shown in Figure 19. Thus, Hypothesis 7 was supported.  
Next, to bolster my hypothesis tests, I investigated whether the indirect effects of role 
transition magnitude on engagement through either a) identity conflict, or b) identity 
enhancement were contingent on levels of a) experienced authenticity, or b) work role 
reattachment. The estimates for each path in this moderated-mediation model are summarized in 
Figure 20. There was a significant indirect effect of role transition magnitude on engagement, 
through identity conflict, when both experienced authenticity and work role reattachment were 
low (estimate = -.06, 95% CI: [-.112, -.030]). However, this indirect effect was not significant for 
any other combination of the moderators – so when experienced authenticity was low but work 
role reattachment was high (estimate = .00, 95% CI: [-.026, .027]), or when experienced 
authenticity was high but work role reattachment was low (estimate = -.00, 95% CI: [-.030, 
.023]), or when both experienced authenticity and work role reattachment were high (estimate = 








CHAPTER 11: GENERAL DISCUSSION 
 In my dissertation, I theorize how the role transition process – specifically the magnitude 
of the transition, and the perceived relationship between one’s non-work and work identity – 
influence employee engagement. First, in a multi-step process spanning five studies, I developed 
and validated a measure of role transition magnitude. I then used this measure to test my 
hypothesized model in a series of studies with complementary designs. Across these four studies, 
and in line with my theorizing, as the magnitude of an employee’s role transition increased, their 
experienced identity conflict increased whereas their identity enhancement decreased. In turn, 
identity conflict was negatively related to engagement while identity enhancement was positively 
related to engagement. Furthermore, I identified two boundary conditions to this process: that 
experiencing authenticity at work buffered the effects of role transition magnitude on identity 
conflict and enhancement (Studies 1 – 4), and that reattaching to one’s work role mitigated the 
impact of identity conflict on engagement (Studies 1, 2, and 4).  
Theoretical Implications 
 In my dissertation, I make multiple contributions to the literature. First and foremost, I 
contribute to the engagement literature. Since Kahn (1990) initially introduced the term 
engagement in the context of management and organizational behavior, thousands of articles 
have been published on the topic. Along the way, many have questioned what engagement truly 
is, how we ought to define it, and whether it can simply be distilled down to “motivation” (e.g., 
Bakker et al., 2008; Christian et al., 2011; Macey & Schneider, 2008; Meyer & Schneider, 2021; 
Rich et al., 2010). By integrating what we know about work engagement with research on role 
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boundaries (Ashforth et al., 2000; Kossek, 1999; Nippert-Eng, 1996) and identities (Burke, 1991; 
Stets & Burke, 2000; Tajfel, 1974; Turner, 1975), I refocus the literature toward engagement’s 
original conceptualization: the “self-in-role” at work (Kahn, 1990). I do this by focusing on self-
definitions (identities), the level of contrast between the self at home versus work, and the 
relationship between these two dimensions of the self. Thus, my theoretical framework provides 
scholars with a novel, but definitionally correspondent set of antecedents to engagement. That is, 
rather than focusing on predictors of engagement that relate to a myriad of other motivational 
constructs (e.g., self-regulatory resources; Christian et al., 2015; Lanaj et al., 2014, 2019), my 
theory suggests scholars could investigate how specific identities – and the necessary movement 
between them to begin working – could impact how employees engage or behave at work.  
 Second, I extend the construct of role transition magnitude from boundary theory 
(Ashforth et al., 2000; Kossek, 1999; Nippert-Eng, 1996; Zerubavel, 1993). Extensive work has 
been done to help scholars theorize and operationalize people’s preferences for boundaries 
between roles (Kreiner, 2006), their ability to build or maintain boundaries between roles 
(Kreiner, 2006; Kreiner et al., 2006, 2009), or the characteristics of role boundaries and how 
often these boundaries are violated in a given period of time (Matthews et al., 2010, 2014). 
Although insightful, this work has left scholars with only theoretical work to draw on for 
researching role transition magnitude (e.g., Anicich & Hirsch, 2017). In my dissertation, I 
provide a brief measure that will enable scholars to quantify the subjective level of contrast 
between two identities an employee is moving between in a given moment. Although I designed 
this measure to tap into the transition from non-work to work, it could be adapted for near 
limitless other role transitions involving two identities, even those from work to non-work, or 
work-to-work transitions.  
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 Third, I highlight another important benefit of experiencing authenticity at work. My 
results revealed that, for employees who experienced more authenticity at work, the deleterious 
effects of role transition magnitude on identity conflict and enhancement were reduced. This 
suggests how experiencing authenticity at work can influence the psychological process of 
returning to work, and points to another avenue for authenticity to influence engagement (Cha et 
al., 2019; Lehman et al., 2019; Sutton, 2020). This also heeds the call by authenticity scholars 
who have argued that it is “imperative that we learn more about changes, outcomes, and tensions 
associated with authenticity over time,” and that authenticity may differentially matter in short-
term versus long-term contexts (Cha et al., 2019: 656). In focusing on the role transition process 
– an inherently temporal process that occurs at least twice a day for most employees – I identify 
a domain where authenticity ought to be further investigated. This approach supplements work 
that has studied authenticity cross-sectionally or in longer-term contexts (see Cha et al., 2019 for 
a review). I also highlight the important role organizations play in influencing the extent to 
which employees experience authenticity. This adds to work that highlights how managers can 
influence how authentic their employees feel via their socialization practices, leadership, or the 
climate they create (Avolio & Gardner, 2005; Cable et al., 2013; Grandey et al., 2012).  
Fourth, I explicitly link two blossoming areas of research: reattachment (e.g., Sonnentag 
& Kühnel, 2016; Sonnentag et al., 2020; Yuan et al., 2020), and boundary management strategies 
(e.g., Kreiner et al., 2006, 2009) such as role-clarifying prospection (Jachimowicz et al., 2020). I 
do so by positioning work role reattachment as a boundary management strategy. Although both 
areas of research draw heavily on boundary theory (Ashforth et al., 2000), reattachment has been 
conceptualized as a process (Sonnentag et al., 2020; Yuan et al., 2020) whereas boundary 
management strategies are positioned as behaviors/tactics that employees can engage in (e.g., 
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Jachimowicz et al., 2020; Kreiner et al., 2009). In Studies 1 and 2, I measure work role 
reattachment using existing measures from the reattachment literature designed to capture this 
construct as a process (Sonnentag & Kühnel, 2016). In Study 4, I experimentally manipulate 
reattachment as a behavior, by devising a manipulation for work role reattachment that drew 
from the conceptual definition of reattachment (Sonnentag & Kühnel, 2016) and an existing 
intervention for role-clarifying prospection (Jachimowicz et al., 2020). Across these three 
studies, the moderating effect of work role reattachment is very similar. Overall, this suggests 
boundary management strategies involving thinking ahead to one’s work (e.g., role-clarifying 
prospection) may provide benefits through increases in reattachment; that role-clarifying 
prospection enables work role reattachment.  
Limitations and Directions for Future Research 
 Despite my studies overwhelmingly supporting my theoretical model, they are limited in 
ways that future research should address. First, although my theorizing draws on the logic of 
multiple identities, I truly only consider two identities that an employee holds: a non-work 
identity and a work identity. Although this distinction is perhaps one of the most fundamental to 
employees’ lives (e.g., Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Greenhaus & Powell, 2006), there are 
certainly other identities to consider. For example, an employee’s religious identity (e.g., 
Benjamin et al., 2016) may be something that is important to them but not something that cleanly 
falls within the domain of work or home. In fact, Ashforth and colleagues (2000) classified 
church and other community locations as “third places,” within a third category beyond “work” 
and “home.” Furthermore, I do not differentiate between the type of identity an employee 
recalled within each domain. This means I am unable to consider whether there is anything 
unique to identifying as – for example – a parent versus a child, a husband versus a girlfriend, or 
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a manager versus a subordinate. Indeed, there are myriad identities within each domain of life 
that may warrant significant consideration. So, future research should consider a) the influence 
of identities on work engagement beyond only non-work ones (including role transitions within 
the workplace; Anicich & Hirsch, 2017), or b) a more granular approach to considering which 
identities an employee considers at a given point in time, or c) how identities can change over 
time (Ladge et al., 2012). 
 Second, I do not consider the specific behaviors that employees engage in during role 
transitions beyond work role reattachment. Work role reattachment is relatively clearly defined 
(Sonnentag & Kühnel, 2016), and related to constructs such as planning (e.g., Parke et al., 2018) 
and role clarifying prospection (Jachimowicz et al., 2020), but it is not the only behavior 
employees can engage in during a role transition. For example, an employee could listen to 
music, call a friend, or simply let their mind wander. Thus, this somewhat limits the practical 
recommendations I can draw from this work. Although my results point to the benefits of 
reattaching to one’s work role during a given role transition, it is possible that other behaviors 
are also psychologically beneficial. Furthermore, my studies are not longitudinal so I cannot say 
whether engaging in repeated work role reattachment can lead to stress, burnout (Maslach, 
2003), or workaholism (Spence & Robbins, 1992) over time. So, future research should consider 
a) which behaviors are most likely to trigger work role reattachment, and b) whether there are 
downsides to repeatedly engaging in work role reattachment.  
 Third, although I contend that my theory applies to transitions from work to home just as 
from home to work, I do not explicitly test that assumption. That is, given my focus on 
engagement as an outcome, all of my studies investigate the context of role transition magnitude 
from home to work. However, employees also transition from work to home. Although these 
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effects are often analogous in nature (e.g., home-to-work spillover operates similarly to work-to-
home spillover; Edwards & Rothbard, 2000), existing constructs in the literature often 
differentiate phenomena based on direction. For example, work-family conflict and family-work 
conflict are distinct constructs (Netemeyer et al., 1996). So, future research should consider 
work-to-home role transitions and investigate whether my model operates similarly when 
reversed. For example, scholars could investigate whether experienced authenticity at home, or 
home role reattachment buffers negative effects as their work-life counterparts do in my studies.  
 Fourth, I do not experimentally manipulate identity conflict and identity enhancement to 
attempt to differentiate them. However, the empirical evidence from my studies suggests that 
they ought to be treated as distinct constructs in research – that is, measured and modeled 
separately. This aligns with recent work suggesting these two constructs are distinct (Ramarajan, 
2014; Ramarajan et al., 2017). In my dissertation, although identity conflict and enhancement 
exhibited inverse relationships with my other focal constructs (i.e., conversely related to both 
role transition magnitude and work engagement), they appeared to be empirically distinct. 
Across my four studies, the correlation between the two was moderate to strong (Cohen, 1992): -
.37 in Study 1, -.33 in Study 2, -.51 in Study 3, and -.33 in Study 4. Furthermore, although some 
prior work would suggest that identity conflict should exert a stronger effect on engagement than 
identity enhancement, and thus be considered over enhancement (given “bad is stronger than 
good,” Baumeister et al., 2001), my studies suggested this is not always the case. Indeed, identity 
enhancement was a significant and strong predictor of work engagement, even when modeling 
identity enhancement simultaneously. Overall, this suggests that although related, there was 
substantial benefit to separating the two constructs – but future research should seek to identify 
antecedents and outcomes that are unique to either identity conflict or identity enhancement.  
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Fifth, my measures of both identity conflict and enhancement have strengths and 
weaknesses that warrant discussion. The main benefit of these measures is that they are adaptive 
(Ramarajan et al., 2017) – that is, participants’ self-reported non-work and work identities are 
piped into each item. Thus, if one participant writes about being a “parent” versus a “manager” 
whereas another participant writes about being an “angler” versus an “engineer,” each participant 
responds to items that correspond to the identities they deemed important enough to recall. 
Although this ensures that this measure applies similarly to all participants, it also introduces a 
source of measurement error. This is because participants could recall identities that are not 
equally comparable across participants – in other words, variation in levels of identity conflict 
and enhancement could be attributed to the types of identities participants recalled (error) in 
addition to “true” variance in conflict and enhancement (Nunnally, 1978). Future work could 
attempt to address this by either a) limiting the types of identities participants recall (e.g., by 
providing examples of identities to orient participants toward a given category of identity), or b) 
creating measures that use items that are universal to all participants, without this piping method.  
Finally, none of my studies were conducted in an organizational context. Therefore, I 
cannot determine the extent to which experiencing authenticity is driven by features of an 
organization that are germane to all employees within a company (e.g., a uniform that all 
employees wear; artifacts present in a company’s building; Schneider et al., 2013) versus each 
employee’s perception of how authentic they can be at work. Future research should seek to test 
my theorizing within an organization, to help determine whether the drivers of experienced 
authenticity are specific features of organizations (e.g., the socialization process versus 
organizational culture; e.g., Cable et al., 2013) versus an individual difference (e.g., Bettencourt 
et al., 1997; Harter, 2002).  
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Practical Implications 
 These results also suggest two key implications for managers and practitioners. First, I 
found that when employees experienced more authenticity at work, the negative effects of role 
transition magnitude on engagement (through identity conflict and enhancement) were muted. 
Although some employees simply feel more authentic than others (Wood et al., 2008),  
organizations significantly determine the extent to which employees feel they can be authentic at 
work (e.g., Avolio & Gardner, 2005; Cable et al., 2013; Gardner et al., 2011; Leroy et al., 2012, 
2015), these findings highlight the important role organizations play in maximizing their 
employees’ engagement. My results suggest an additional reason for managers to promote 
authenticity within their workforce. Managers can do so in multiple ways, such as by role 
modeling authenticity via authentic leadership (e.g., Avolio & Gardner, 2005), or by promoting a 
climate of authenticity within their organization (Grandey et al., 2012).  
 Second, I found that the more an employee reattaches to their work role during their role 
transition, the less their experienced identity conflict impacted their engagement. Thus, I further 
elucidate the benefits of boundary management strategies (e.g., Kreiner et al., 2006, 2009) and 
point to the potential benefits of thinking ahead to one’s work before arriving at work 
(Jachimowicz et al., 2020; Parke et al., 2018). My results suggest that reattaching could reduce 
the extent to which employees perceive two disparate identities as conflicting, or reduce the 
extent to which employees experience distress or tension stemming from moving between two 
conflicting roles. However, this is not to suggest that reattaching to one’s work role is always the 
best course of action. Indeed, there are ample benefits to mentally disconnecting or detaching 
from one’s work role (Sonnentag, 2012). One finding that is clear from this research is that role 
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transitions – such as commutes – are a time where employees can derive significant 
psychological benefits (e.g., Gino et al., 2017; Jachimowicz et al., 2020).  
Conclusion 
 In closing, in my dissertation I adopt a “self-in-role” perspective to understand employee 
work engagement. This brings the fact that employees have multiple identities – particularly 
those inside and outside of work – to the forefront of engagement research. I also highlight the 
importance of experiencing authenticity at work (which is heavily influenced by employees’ 
organizations), as well as the potential benefit of reattaching to one’s work en route to work 
(which can be practiced by employees themselves). Although there is still much to learn about 
what enables employees to engage in their work, I believe my dissertation takes an important 
step toward considering identity-based antecedents of engagement. Simply put, I demonstrate 
that who employees feel they are inside versus outside of work plays a critical role in when and 
why they engage at work. 
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Table 1. Exploratory Factor Analysis Results for Role Transition Magnitude Scale 
 
Item Factor Loading 
Temporarily change who you are? .93 
Change your identity? .86 
Become a different person? .92 
Leave a part of yourself behind? .86 
Note. N = 182. Stem was “When you transition from home to work, how much do you…” 
Anchors were 1: very little; 5: very much.  
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Table 2. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations of Focal Variables (Study 1)  
 
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 
        
1. Role transition 
magnitude 1.97 1.03           
                
2. Identity conflict 2.22 0.98 .34**         
      [.24, .43]         
                
3. Identity 
enhancement 3.83 0.86 -.23** -.37**       
      [-.33, -.12] [-.46, -.27]       
                
4. Work engagement 3.84 0.89 -.15** -.32** .39**     
      [-.25, -.04] [-.42, -.22] [.29, .48]     
                
5. Experienced 
Authenticity 3.63 1.11 -.18** -.49** .52** .50**   
      [-.28, -.07] [-.57, -.40] [.43, .59] [.41, .58]   
                
6. Work role 
reattachment 3.54 0.97 .21** .18** .20** .20** .03 
      [.10, .31] [.07, .29] [.09, .30] [.09, .30] [-.08, .14] 
                
 
Note. N = 320. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. Values 
in square brackets indicate the 95% confidence interval for each correlation. The confidence 
interval is a plausible range of population correlations that could have caused the sample 
correlation (Cumming, 2014).  




Table 3. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations of Focal Variables (Study 2) 
 
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 
        
1. Role transition 
magnitudea 0.55 0.50           
                
2. Identity conflict 2.07 0.94 .20**         
      [.11, .28]         
                
3. Identity 
enhancement 4.15 0.79 -.18** -.33**       
      [-.27, -.09] [-.41, -.25]       
                
4. Work 
engagement 4.20 0.71 -.01 -.20** .37**     
      [-.10, .09] [-.29, -.11] [.29, .45]     
                
5. Experienced 
authenticity 3.77 1.00 -.07 -.38** .25** .22**   
      [-.16, .02] [-.45, -.30] [.16, .33] [.13, .30]   
                
6. Work role 
reattachment 4.09 0.76 .03 -.04 .24** .57** .05 
      [-.06, .12] [-.13, .05] [.15, .32] [.50, .63] [-.04, .14] 
                
 
Note. N = 463. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. Values 
in square brackets indicate the 95% confidence interval for each correlation. The confidence 
interval is a plausible range of population correlations that could have caused the sample 
correlation (Cumming, 2014).  
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01. 




Table 4. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations of Focal Variables (Study 3) 
 
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 
       
1. Role transition 
magnitudea 0.53 0.50         
              
2. Identity conflict 2.11 0.83 .35**       
      [.27, .43]       
              
3. Identity 
enhancement 3.99 0.88 -.39** -.51**     
      [-.47, -.31] [-.57, -.44]     
              
4. Work 
engagement 5.25 1.38 -.06 -.32** .52**   
      [-.14, .03] [-.40, -.24] [.45, .58]   
              
5. Experienced 
authenticityb 0.47 0.50 -.02 -.18** .23** .00 
      [-.11, .07] [-.26, -.09] [.14, .31] [-.09, .09] 
              
 
Note. N = 480. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. Values 
in square brackets indicate the 95% confidence interval for each correlation. The confidence 
interval is a plausible range of population correlations that could have caused the sample 
correlation (Cumming, 2014).  
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01. 
a Coded as 0 = low role transition magnitude; 1 = high role transition magnitude 





Table 5. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations of Focal Variables (Study 4) 
 
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 
        
1. Role transition 
magnitudea 2.26 1.11           
                
2. Identity conflict 2.26 0.98 .31**         
      [.22, .40]         
                
3. Identity 
enhancement 3.88 0.93 -.28** -.33**       
      [-.36, -.18] [-.41, -.23]       
                
4. Work 
engagement 4.04 0.85 -.20** -.25** .46**     
      [-.29, -.10] [-.34, -.16] [.38, .54]     
                
5. Experienced 
authenticity 3.59 1.07 -.47** -.43** .48** .33**   
      [-.55, -.39] [-.50, -.34] [.40, .55] [.24, .41]   
                
6. Work role 
reattachmentb 0.35 0.48 .01 .00 .00 -.06 -.06 
      [-.09, .11] [-.10, .10] [-.10, .10] [-.16, .03] [-.16, .04] 
                
 
Note. N = 392. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. Values 
in square brackets indicate the 95% confidence interval for each correlation. The confidence 
interval is a plausible range of population correlations that could have caused the sample 
correlation (Cumming, 2014).  
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01. 
a Coded as 0 = low role transition magnitude; 1 = high role transition magnitude 









Figure 2. Unstandardized Parameter Estimates for Baseline Mediation Model (Study 1) 
 
 
Note. +p < .10; *p < .05; *p < .01 
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Figure 3. Interaction between Role Transition Magnitude and Experienced Authenticity on 





Figure 4. Interaction between Role Transition Magnitude and Experienced Authenticity on  







Figure 5.  Interaction between Identity Conflict and Work Role Reattachment on 





Figure 6. Unstandardized Parameter Estimates for Moderated Mediation Model (Study 1) 
 
 
Note. Direct effects are modeled, but for parsimony are not shown. +p < .10; *p < .05; *p < .01 
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Figure 7. Unstandardized Parameter Estimates for Baseline Mediation Model (Study 2) 
 
 
Note. +p < .10; *p < .05; *p < .01 
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Figure 8. Interaction between Role Transition Magnitude and Experienced Authenticity on  





Figure 9. Interaction between Role Transition Magnitude and Experienced Authenticity on  







Figure 10. Interaction between Identity Conflict and Work Role Reattachment on 





Figure 11. Unstandardized Parameter Estimates for Moderated Mediation Model (Study 2) 
 
 
Note. Direct effects are modeled, but for parsimony are not shown. +p < .10; *p < .05; *p < .01 
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Figure 12. Unstandardized Parameter Estimates for Baseline Mediation Model (Study 3) 
 
 
Note. +p < .10; *p < .05; *p < .01 
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Figure 13. Interaction between Role Transition Magnitude and Experienced Authenticity 
on Identity Conflict (Study 3) 
 
 
Note. Errors bars represent ±1 standard error from the mean. 
  
 89 
Figure 14. Interaction between Role Transition Magnitude and Experienced Authenticity 
on Identity Enhancement (Study 3) 
 
 




Figure 15. Unstandardized Parameter Estimates for Moderated Mediation Model (Study 3) 
 
 
Note. Direct effects are modeled, but for parsimony are not shown. +p < .10; *p < .05; *p < .01 
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Figure 16. Unstandardized Parameter Estimates for Baseline Mediation Model (Study 4) 
 
 
Note. +p < .10; *p < .05; *p < .01 
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Figure 17. Interaction between Role Transition Magnitude and Experienced Authenticity 





Figure 18. Interaction between Role Transition Magnitude and Experienced Authenticity 







Figure 19. Interaction between Identity Conflict and Work Role Reattachment on 





Figure 20. Unstandardized Parameter Estimates for Moderated Mediation Model (Study 4) 
 
 
Note. Direct effects are modeled, but for parsimony are not shown. +p < .10; *p < .05; *p < .01 
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APPENDIX A: STUDY 1 MATERIALS 
Focal Measures  
Role Transition Magnitude 
When you transition from home to work, how much do you…  
• Temporarily change who you are? 
• Change your identity? 
• Become a different person? 
• Leave a part of yourself behind? 
[1 = very little; 5 = very much] 
Identity Conflict 
Using one or two words, what is the non-work/home identity you wrote about? 
Using one or two words, what is the work identity you wrote about? 
To what extent are the following true? 
• I struggle to maintain a “[piped in non-work identity]” and “[piped in work identity]” 
way of doing things 
• Life would be easier if I was either a(n) “[piped in non-work identity]” person OR a 
“[piped in work identity]” person 
• Being a “good” “[piped in non-work identity]” person interferes with being a “good” 
“[piped in work identity]” person 
• I feel a(n) “[piped in non-work identity]” way of doing things and a(n) “[piped in work 
identity]” way of doing things are opposed 
[1 = not at all; 5 = to a great extent] 
Identity Enhancement 
To what extent are the following true? 
• I am glad I am both a(n) “[piped in non-work identity]” person and a “[piped in work 
identity]” person 
• I rely on both a(n) “[piped in non-work identity]” person and a(n) “[piped in work 
identity]” person way of doing things 
• I am a better “[piped in non-work identity]” person because of my “[piped in non-work 
identity]” identity 
• I appreciate being a(n) “[piped in non-work identity]” person because I am also a “[piped 
in work identity]” person 
[1 = not at all; 5 = to a great extent] 
Work Engagement 
To what extent are the following generally true of you at work?  
Physical 
• I work with intensity on my core job tasks 
• I exert my full effort on my core job tasks 
• I exert a lot of energy on my core job tasks 
Cognitive 
• My mind is focused on my core job tasks 
• I am absorbed by my core job tasks 
• I devote a lot of attention to my core job tasks 
Emotional  
• I am enthusiastic about my job 
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• I feel energetic at my job 
• I am interested in my job 
[1 = not at all; 5 = to a great extent] 
Experienced Authenticity 
To what extent are the following true of you at work? 
• I can be who I really am 
• I feel authentic 
• I don’t feel I need to hide who I really am 
[1 = not at all; 5 = to a great extent] 
Work Role Reattachment 
To what extent do you do the following on your way from home to work?  
• Mentally tune into my work 
• Mentally prepare for my work 
• Reflect about/consider the upcoming workday 
• Think about what I want to achieve at work that day 
• Think about what I will encounter at work that day 
[1 = not at all; 5 = to a great extent]  
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APPENDIX B: STUDY 2 MATERIALS 
Role Transition Magnitude Manipulation 
People have multiple identities. By identity, we mean how you see yourself. This could be 
represented by who you feel you are, the things you do/feel/think, the groups you identify with, 
or the people you interact with at home vs. work.  
Today, we’d like you to think about two of your identities: one identity you have from your 
home life/while outside work (a non-work identity), and one that you have from your work 
life/while at work (a work identity).  
Low Role Transition Magnitude 
Non-Work Identity Prompt. Please think of two identities that are very similar to one 
another. In other words, think about a non-work identity that is very similar to your work 
identity. Please spend the next two minutes writing about your non-work identity that is 
very similar to your work identity.  
Tell us a bit about this non-work identity. What identity did you think of? What sort of 
activities do you associate with this identity? How do you generally feel when thinking 
about this identity?  
Work Identity Prompt. Please spend the next two minutes writing about your work 
identity that is very similar to your non-work identity. Tell us a bit about this work 
identity. What identity did you think of? What sort of activities do you associate with this 
identity? How do you generally feel when thinking about this identity?  
High Role Transition Magnitude 
Non-Work Identity Prompt. Please think of two identities that are very different from 
one another. In other words, think about a non-work identity that is very different from 
your work identity. Please spend the next two minutes writing about your non-work 
identity that is very different from your work identity.  
Tell us a bit about this non-work identity. What identity did you think of? What sort of 
activities do you associate with this identity? How do you generally feel when thinking 
about this identity?  
Work Identity Prompt. Please spend the next two minutes writing about your work 
identity that is very different from your non-work identity. Tell us a bit about this work 
identity. What identity did you think of? What sort of activities do you associate with this 
identity? How do you generally feel when thinking about this identity?  
Focal Measures  
Identity Conflict 
Open Ended. Please spend the next 2 minutes writing about how these two identities 
relate to one another. Do you like having both these identities? Do you feel like having both 
identities makes your life easier or more difficult? Does one interfere with the other, or do they 
complement one another?  
Prompt Used for Piping Text. Using one or two words, what is the non-work/home 
identity you wrote about? Using one or two words, what is the work identity you wrote about? 
 Scale. To what extent are the following true? 
• I struggle to maintain a “[piped in non-work identity]” and “[piped in work identity]” 
way of doing things 
• Life would be easier if I was either a(n) “[piped in non-work identity]” person OR a 
“[piped in work identity]” person 
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• Being a “good” “[piped in non-work identity]” person interferes with being a “good” 
“[piped in work identity]” person 
• I feel a(n) “[piped in non-work identity]” way of doing things and a(n) “[piped in work 
identity]” way of doing things are opposed 
[1 = not at all; 5 = to a great extent] 
Identity Enhancement 
To what extent are the following true? 
• I am glad I am both a(n) “[piped in non-work identity]” person and a “[piped in work 
identity]” person 
• I rely on both a(n) “[piped in non-work identity]” person and a(n) “[piped in work 
identity]” person way of doing things 
• I am a better “[piped in non-work identity]” person because of my “[piped in non-work 
identity]” identity 
• I appreciate being a(n) “[piped in non-work identity]” person because I am also a “[piped 
in work identity]” person 
[1 = not at all; 5 = to a great extent] 
Work Engagement 
To what extent are the following generally true of you at work?  
Physical. 
• I work with intensity on my core job tasks 
• I exert my full effort on my core job tasks 
• I exert a lot of energy on my core job tasks 
Cognitive. 
• My mind is focused on my core job tasks 
• I am absorbed by my core job tasks 
• I devote a lot of attention to my core job tasks 
Emotional.  
• I am enthusiastic about my job 
• I feel energetic at my job 
• I am interested in my job 
[1 = not at all; 5 = to a great extent] 
Experienced Authenticity 
To what extent are the following true of you at work? 
• I can be who I really am 
• I feel authentic 
• I don’t feel I need to hide who I really am 
[1 = not at all; 5 = to a great extent] 
Work Role Reattachment 
To what extent do you do the following on your way from home to work?  
• Mentally tune into my work 
• Mentally prepare for my work 
• Reflect about/consider the upcoming workday 
• Think about what I want to achieve at work that day 
• Think about what I will encounter at work that day 
[1 = not at all; 5 = to a great extent] 
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Role Transition Magnitude Manipulation Check 
When you transition from home to work, how much do you…  
• Temporarily change who you are? 
• Change your identity? 
• Become a different person? 
• Leave a part of yourself behind? 
[1 = very little; 5 = very much] 
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APPENDIX C: STUDY 3 MATERIALS 
Experienced Authenticity Manipulation  
Low Experienced Authenticity Condition 
Prompt #1. As a participant in this study, you’re officially part of my research team. My 
team is called Essay Research — a play on my initials (S.A.) and the focus of the study today. 
My research — and the point of the study today — is to better understand how people process 
written information and use it to make business decisions. Now that you know a bit more about 
me and our team, you can get started on today’s tasks.  
Everyone involved in this (me, and the professors who helped design this task) have a 
common goal: developing scientific insights and, whenever possible, evaluating their impact on 
decision making in organizations and the broader society.  
 Whenever possible, we employ experimental approaches with control and treatment 
groups to cleanly test the effectiveness and efficiency of a given intervention. We conduct this 
research both in the field (to study decisions in real-world contexts) and in the laboratory (to 
examine the psychological drivers leading to decision mistakes). 
 Next, I want to tell you a bit about the research team’s objectives and values, and why it 
is an outstanding group.  
 Everyone on this research team brainstorms ideas, provides input, and otherwise help the 
team generate knowledge and come up with creative ways to study decision-making. We do this 
well because we are one team in everything we do! 
 No matter what your role is, being part of the team will allow you to discover what it 
means to work on a research project, and to contribute to research. 
 Several people are currently part of the research team, and work on different research 
projects. They include me (a graduate student), multiple professors, and participants like you. As 
a graduate student, I use projects like this to strengthen my skills as a researcher, in preparation 
for a job as a professor.  As a participant, you help generate the necessary data for testing 
scientific hypotheses — and often inspire research from comments you provide on studies.  
 Reflection Question. Now, we’d love to hear from you! What did you read about the 
research team/study that was most intriguing or appealing to you? What (if anything) did you 
read about the research team/study that made you proud to be a part of it — even if for just a 
short while?  
Username Question. To help you become one with this team, please create a new, 
unique name for the research team.  
Prompt #2. Remember, please be one with the team! 
High Experienced Authenticity Condition 
Prompt #1. As a participant in this study, you’re officially part of my research team. My 
team is called Essay Research — a play on my initials (S.A.) and the focus of the study today. 
My research — and the point of the study today — is to better understand how people process 
written information and use it to make business decisions. Now that you know a bit more about 
me and our team, you can get started on today’s tasks.  
 Everyone involved in this (me, and the professors who helped design this task) have a 
common goal: developing scientific insights and, whenever possible, evaluating their impact on 
decision making in organizations and the broader society.  
 Whenever possible, we employ experimental approaches with control and treatment 
groups to cleanly test the effectiveness and efficiency of a given intervention. We conduct this 
 102 
research both in the field (to study decisions in real-world contexts) and in the laboratory (to 
examine the psychological drivers leading to decision mistakes). 
 Next, I want to tell you a bit about how being a part of this study (and team) can give you 
an opportunity to express yourself. 
 By being part of the research team, everyone — including you — has the chance to 
brainstorm ideas, provide input, and otherwise help the team generate knowledge and come up 
with creative ways to study decision-making. We do this well because each of us are our 
authentic selves in everything we do! 
 No matter what your role is, being part of the team will allow you to discover what it 
means to work on a research project, and to contribute to research.  
 Several people are currently part of the research team, and work on different research 
projects. They include me (a graduate student), multiple professors, and participants like you. As 
a graduate student, I use projects like this to strengthen my skills as a researcher, in preparation 
for a job as a professor.  As a participant, you help generate the necessary data for testing 
scientific hypotheses — and often inspire research from comments you provide on studies.  
Reflection Question. Now, we’d love to hear from you! What three words best describe 
you as an individual? What is unique about you? 
Username Question. To help you feel like you can truly be yourself during this task, 
please create a new, unique username.  
Prompt #2. Remember, please be yourself! 
Focal Measures  
Experienced Authenticity Manipulation Check 
To what extent are the following true of you during the study today? 
• I can be who I really am 
• I feel authentic 
• I don’t feel I need to hide who I really am 
[1 = not at all; 5 = to a great extent] 
Role Transition Magnitude Manipulation 
People have multiple identities. By identity, we mean how you see yourself. This could be 
represented by who you feel you are, the things you do/feel/think, the groups you identify with, 
or the people you interact with at home vs. work (in this case, your MTurk work).  
Today, we’d like you to think about two of your identities: one identity you have from your 
home life/while outside work (a non-work identity), and one that you have from your work 
life/while at work (a work identity relating to your MTurk work).  
Low Role Transition Magnitude 
Non-Work Identity Prompt. Please think of two identities that are very similar to one 
another. In other words, think about a non-work identity that is very similar to your work 
identity. Please spend the next two minutes writing about your non-work identity that is 
very similar to your work identity.  
Tell us a bit about this non-work identity. What identity did you think of? What sort of 
activities do you associate with this identity? How do you generally feel when thinking 
about this identity?  
Work Identity Prompt. Please spend the next two minutes writing about your work 
identity that is very similar to your non-work identity. Tell us a bit about this work 
identity. What identity did you think of? What sort of activities do you associate with this 
identity? How do you generally feel when thinking about this identity?  
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High Role Transition Magnitude 
Non-Work Identity Prompt. Please think of two identities that are very different from 
one another. In other words, think about a non-work identity that is very different from 
your work identity. Please spend the next two minutes writing about your non-work 
identity that is very different from your work identity.  
Tell us a bit about this non-work identity. What identity did you think of? What sort of 
activities do you associate with this identity? How do you generally feel when thinking 
about this identity?  
Work Identity Prompt. Please spend the next two minutes writing about your work identity that 
is very different from your non-work identity. Tell us a bit about this work identity. What 
identity did you think of? What sort of activities do you associate with this identity? How do you 
generally feel when thinking about this identity? 
Identity Conflict 
Prompt Used for Piping Text. Using one or two words, what is the non-work/home 
identity you wrote about? Using one or two words, what is the work identity you wrote about? 
 Scale. To what extent are the following true, particularly in regard to your work on this 
study today? 
• I struggle to maintain a “[piped in non-work identity]” and “[piped in work identity]” 
way of doing things 
• Life would be easier if I was either a(n) “[piped in non-work identity]” person OR a 
“[piped in work identity]” person 
• Being a “good” “[piped in non-work identity]” person interferes with being a “good” 
“[piped in work identity]” person 
• I feel a(n) “[piped in non-work identity]” way of doing things and a(n) “[piped in work 
identity]” way of doing things are opposed 
[1 = not at all; 5 = to a great extent] 
Identity Enhancement 
To what extent are the following true, particularly in regard to your work on this study today? 
• I am glad I am both a(n) “[piped in non-work identity]” person and a “[piped in work 
identity]” person 
• I rely on both a(n) “[piped in non-work identity]” person and a(n) “[piped in work 
identity]” person way of doing things 
• I am a better “[piped in non-work identity]” person because of my “[piped in non-work 
identity]” identity 
• I appreciate being a(n) “[piped in non-work identity]” person because I am also a “[piped 
in work identity]” person 
[1 = not at all; 5 = to a great extent] 
Role Transition Magnitude Manipulation Check 
When you transition from home to work, how much do you…  
• Temporarily change who you are? 
• Change your identity? 
• Become a different person? 
• Leave a part of yourself behind? 
[1 = very little; 5 = very much] 
Assessment of Engagement 




To what extent were the following true of you during the task today?  
Physical. 
• I worked with intensity on the task 
• I exerted my full effort on the task 
• I exerted a lot of energy on the task 
Cognitive. 
• My mind was focused on the task 
• I was absorbed by the task 
• I devoted a lot of attention to the task 
Emotional. 
• I was enthusiastic about the task 
• I felt energetic during the task 
• I was interested in the task 
[1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree] 
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APPENDIX D: STUDY 4 MATERIALS 
Opt-In Survey Focal Measures  
Role Transition Magnitude 
Thinking about the last month, when you transitioned from home to work, how much do you…  
• Temporarily change who you are? 
• Change your identity? 
• Become a different person? 
• Leave a part of yourself behind? 
[1 = very little; 5 = very much] 
Identity Conflict 
Prompt Used for Piping Text. Using one or two words, what is the non-work/home 
identity you wrote about? Using one or two words, what is the work identity you wrote about? 
Scale. Thinking about the last month, to what extent are the following true? 
• I struggle to maintain a “[piped in non-work identity]” and “[piped in work identity]” 
way of doing things 
• Life would be easier if I was either a(n) “[piped in non-work identity]” person OR a 
“[piped in work identity]” person 
• Being a “good” “[piped in non-work identity]” person interferes with being a “good” 
“[piped in work identity]” person 
• I feel a(n) “[piped in non-work identity]” way of doing things and a(n) “[piped in work 
identity]” way of doing things are opposed 
[1 = not at all; 5 = to a great extent] 
Identity Enhancement 
Thinking about the last month, to what extent are the following true? 
• I am glad I am both a(n) “[piped in non-work identity]” person and a “[piped in work 
identity]” person 
• I rely on both a(n) “[piped in non-work identity]” person and a(n) “[piped in work 
identity]” person way of doing things 
• I am a better “[piped in non-work identity]” person because of my “[piped in non-work 
identity]” identity 
• I appreciate being a(n) “[piped in non-work identity]” person because I am also a “[piped 
in work identity]” person 
[1 = not at all; 5 = to a great extent] 
Experienced Authenticity 
To what extent are the following true of you at work? 
• I can be who I really am 
• I feel authentic 
• I don’t feel I need to hide who I really am 
[1 = not at all; 5 = to a great extent] 
Morning Survey Materials 
Work Role Reattachment Manipulation 
Recent research suggests that people’s routines before work matter. 
With this in mind, I’d like you to think about your normal routine and do the following this 
morning on your way to work, but before you begin working...  
 Low Work Role Reattachment Condition. This morning, go about your normal pre-
work routine. However, on your way to work, we’d like you to mentally disconnect with your 
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work. This could involve thinking back to what you did while at home last night, planning for 
what you will do when you get home tonight, or making a list of the home tasks you’d like to do 
later today. Research suggests thinking back to your home life and maintaining your ‘home 
identity’ can help people ‘hit the ground running’ at work.  
High Work Role Reattachment Condition. This morning, go about your normal pre-
work routine. However, on your way to work, we’d like you to mentally reconnect with your 
work. This could involve thinking ahead to your upcoming workday, planning for what will 
happen today at work, or making a list of the tasks you’d like to do at work today. Research 
suggests thinking ahead to your upcoming workday and changing into your ‘work identity’ can 
help people ‘hit the ground running’ at work.  
Control Condition. This morning, go about your normal pre-work routine. On your way 
to work, do whatever it is you usually do before you start working. Research suggests doing your 
usual routine helps people ‘hit the ground running’ at work  
Work Role Reattachment Reminder 
What will you do/think about on your way to work today?  
Afternoon Survey Focal Measures  
Work Role Reattachment Manipulation Check 
To what extent did you do the following on your way from home to work this morning?  
• Mentally tuned into my work 
• Mentally prepared for my work 
• Reflected about/considered the upcoming workday 
• Thought about what I wanted to achieve at work today 
• Thought about what I would encounter at work today 
[1 = not at all; 5 = to a great extent] 
Work Engagement 
To what extent are the following true, since you arrived at work this morning? 
Physical. 
• I worked with intensity on my core job tasks 
• I exerted my full effort on my core job tasks 
• I exerted a lot of energy on my core job tasks 
Cognitive. 
• My mind was focused on my core job tasks 
• I was absorbed by my core job tasks 
• I devoted a lot of attention to my core job tasks 
Emotional. 
• I was enthusiastic about my job 
• I felt energetic at my job 
• I was interested in my job 
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